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PREFACE 


Some centres of the Ramakrishna Order have 
joT * some years past been bringing out important 
jeriplores of the Hindus with text, word for word 
jendcring, running translation and notes based on 
iiUthoritative commentaries, in order to make them 
icccsible to the English-knowing public whose 
biowledge of Sanskrit is limited. The Bhagavad- 
(yita by Swami Swarupananda published by the 
Advaita Ashrama, Mayavati, and eight major 
LTpanishads by Swami Sharvananda published by 
the Ramakrishna Math, Madras, have already 
become popular. An edition of the Brahma-Sutras 
on similar lines was over-due. The present work is 
intended to fulfil this want and to complete in this 
series the Prasthanatraya according to the inter- 
pretations of Sankara. The word for word translation 
is very literal, but the running translation is made 
as literal as possible consistent with easy reading. 
In some places the translation of quotations from 
the Upanishads are taken from Max Muller’s edition 
of the Upanishads and the quotations of the Sri 
Bhashya from Dr. Thibaut’s edition of the book 
(Sacred Books of the East Series), both with slight 
adaptations. 



It is hoped the volume will be a fitting cotilj- 
panion to the other Sanskrit works published iy 
the Ramakrishna Order. 


S.V. 


ADVAITA ASHRAMA 
MAYAVATI, HIMALAYAS 

November 25^ 19S6 
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INTRODUCTION 


THE SIX SYSTEMS OF PHILOSOPHY 

The Vedas are the scriptures of the Hindus, to 
whatever sect or denomination they may belong. 
They are the earliest extant religious literature to-day 
and form the corner-stone of the Indo-Aryan cultural 
edifice. The Hindus believe that the Vedas are not 
the utterances of any person but are eternal and owe 
their authority to no individual. They are not 
inspired but expired by God. These Vedas are 
divided into two sections, the Karmakanda and the 
Jnanakanda, the former dealing with the ritualistic 
and the latter with the knowledge portion of the 
Vedas. The latter section is also known as the 
Vedanta, the end of the Vedas or the goal or gist of 
the Vedas. These are not mere speculations but the 
record of the spiritual experiences of the race for 
centuries, actual realizations or super conscious per- 
ceptions. 

Though we find Vedantic thought even in some 
of the earliest hymns of the Rig-Veda, e.g. the 
Nasadiya Sukta, which forms as it were the basis of 
later Upanishads, yet there is no denying the fact th^t 
the Indo-Aryans in their earlier days in India were 
given more to rituals and sacrifices. These were 
elaborated to such an extent by the Brahmanas, the 
priestly class, that persons of rationalistic bent of 
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mind revolted and questioned the very efficacy of the 
sacrificial religion. They engaged themselves in 
metaphysical problems and arrived at different solu- 
tions of the world. The Vedantic thought that was 
in germ form was now developed more and more, and 
we have the Upanishads. This spirit of revolt against 
ritualism was carried on mainly by the Kshatriyas. 
The Indo-Aryans were very bold thinkers and nothing 
was sacrilegious to them in their search after truth. 
Traces of opposition against the religion of the Vedas 
are found in the Vedas themselves. This tidal wave 
of rationalism in its extreme form gave rise to such 
schools of thought as the Charvakas, which were 
extremely materialistic and anti-religious. 

In the age immediately preceding Buddha and 
during his lifetime there was a great religious and 
philosophical upheaval in India. From the Brahma- 
jala-Sutras we learn that in his time there were as 
many as sixty-two different schools of philosophy in 
India. We also learn from Buddhistic literature the 
names of a good number of teachers who were vener- 
ated in Aryavarta at the time — names like Purana 
Kasyapa, Katyayaiia, Makkali Gosala, Nigantha 
Nathaputra, the founder of Jainism, and others. 
While these great souls represented Indian culture 
from an anti-Vedic standpoint there were many great 
names that represented the culture from the tradi- 
tional standpoint — names that are still venerated by 
Hindu religion and culture. 
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The destructive criticism of everything in the old 
system by the Charvakas and others set the orthodox 
section to organize their belief on a more rationalistic 
basis and render it immune against all such criticism, 
l^iis led to the foundation of the six systems of 
orthodox Hindu philosophy — orthodox^ in the sense 
that they accepted the authority of the Vedas in things 
transcendental — while there were others who did not 
accept this authority and therefore were dubbed 
heterodox, though otherwise they too were the out- 
come of IJpanishadic thought. The acceptance of the 
authority of the Vedas by these orthodox schools, 
however, does not mean that they accepted them 
in toto. Their allegiance to the Vedas varied widely 
and often it was too loose. Of the six orthodox 
schools, viz. Nyaya, Vaiseshika, Sankhya, Yoga, 
Purva Mimamsa and Uttara Mimamsa or Vedanta, 
the last two are intimately connected with the Vedas, 
which is one of the reasons why they are not mention- 
ed in the Jaina and Buddhistic literature, while the 
others are mentioned. 

These six orthodox systems of thought developed 
side by side at different intellectual centres, of which 
there were a good number all over the country even 
during the Upanishadic period. Again in each system 
there were shades of difference. Thus for centuries 
philosophic thought developed in India till at last it 

* Astika (orthodox) and Nastika (heterodox) had 
nothing to do with belief or non-belief in the existence 
■of a God.r Sankhya and Mimamsa which did not accept 
an Iswara were yet regarded Astika (orthodox). 
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became so unwieldy that a regular systematization 
of each school of thought was found a great necessity. 
This led to the Sutra literature. 

THE SUTRAS 

These systematic treatises were written in short 
aphorisms called Sutras, meaning clues, and were 
intended as memory-aids to long discussions on any 
topic which the student had gone through with his 
teacher or Guru. The thought was very much 
condensed, for much was taken for granted. Conse- 
quently the maximum of thought was compressed into 
these Sutras in as few words as possible. Madhwa- 
charya quotes from Padma Purana a definition of the 
Sutra in his commentary on the Brahma-Sutras which 
runs as follows: 





‘^People learned in Sutra literature say that a Sutra 
should be concise and unambiguous, give the essence 
of the arguments on a topic but at the same time deal 
with all aspects of the question, be free from repeti- 
tion and faultless.” Though this definition states 
what a Sutra ought to be, in practice, however, the 
desire for brevity was carried to such extremes that 
most part of the Sutra literature is now unintelligible, 
and this is particularly so with respect to the Vedanta- 
Sutras which has consequently given rise to divergent 
systems. 
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There was Sutra literature in every branch of 
Indo-Aryan knowledge which had become cumbrous 
through centuries and required systematization. The 
authors of these Sutras, as we see, are not the 
founders of the thought or systems they propounded, 
but are mere systematizers of the thought developed 
on the subject by successive generations of thinkers 
for centuries. The thought of these Sutras was much 
developed by later thinkers and even modified by 
them, though all of them disclaimed any originality 
in it, declaring that they were merely interpreting 
the Sutras. This was specially the case with respeet 
to the philosophical Sutras. All these subsequent 
thinkers belonged to one or other of the six systems 
and developed its traditionary thought from genera- 
tion to generation, rendering it more and more per- 
fect, and more and more secure against the ever new 
criticisms of rival schools. Such interpretations of 
the Sutras gave rise to various kinds of literary 
writings like VAkyas, Vrittis, Karikas and Bhashyas, 
each of th(‘rn being more and more elaborate than 
the previous ones. 

THE BRAIIMA-SUTRAS 

The Upanishads do not contain any ready-made 
consistent system of thought. At first sight they 
seem to be full of contradictions. Hence arose the 
necessity of systematizing the thought of the 
Upanishads. Badarayana, to whom the authorship 
of the Brahma-Sutras or Vedanta-Sutras is ascribed, 
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is not the only one who had tried to systematize the 
philosophy of the Upanishads. From the Brahma- 
Sutras itself we find that there were other schools of 
Vedanta which had their own following. We find the 
names of Audulomi, Kasakristna, BMari, Jaimiifi, 
Karshnajini, Asmarathya and others mentioned. All 
this shows that Badarayana’s Sutras do not constitute 
the only systematic work in the Vedanta school, 
though probably the last and best. All the sects of 
India now hold this work to be the great authority and 
every new sect starts with a fresh commentary on it 
— without which no sect can be founded in this 
country. 


THE AUTHOR AND DATE OF THE SUTRAS 

About Badarayana, the author of the Sutras^ 
very little is known to-day. Tradition, however, 
identifies him with Vyasa, the author of the Gita and 
the Mahabharata. Sankara, however, in his com- 
mentaries refers to Vyasa as the author of the Maha- 
bharata, and the author of the Sutras he refers to as 
Bad ar ay an a. Perhaps to him these two personalities 
were different. His followers, Vachaspati, Anandagiri 
and others identify Vyasa and Badarayana, while 
Ramanuja and other commentators on the Sutras 
attribute it to Vyasa. 

Deussen infers from the cross references in 
the works of Jaimini and Badarayana that they 
may have been combined by a later editor intu 
one work, and provided with the cross references. 



INTRODUCTION 


vii 

This combined work, he says, was commented upon 
by Upavarsha op whose work the commentaries of 
Sahara on the Purva Mimamsa and Sankara on the 
Uttara Mimamsa rest. Sankara’s commentary on 
3.3.53 gives support to this last view and it also 
explains the popular idea that the two Mimamsas 
form one Sastra. This combined work might well 
have been arranged by Vyasa, the author of the 
Mahabharata. Or it may be that he had written 
them himself according to the \iews that were tradi- 
tionally handed down as Bfxdarayana’s. This latter 
^ iew easily accounts for the reference to Badarayana 
by name in the Sutras. That such a thing was not 
uncommon in ancient India is established by Cole- 
brook on the authority of Indian commentators of 
Manu and Yajnavalkya.^ Max Muller also says that 
Badarayana and other similar names are simply 
eponymous heroes of different philosophies.^ 

In support of the view that the two persons are 
one it can be pointed out that there existed in the time 
of Panini Sutras known as Bhikshu-Sutras which are 
identified by Vachaspati with the Vedanta-Sutras. 
The subject-matter of the Vedanta-Sutras being 
Brahman, the knowledge of which is pre-eminently 
meant for Sannyasins, it might well be called Bhikshu- 
Sutras. Panini in his Sutras ascribes these Bhikshu- 
Sutras to Parasarya, the son of Parasara, i,c, Veda- 
Vyasa, who was also called BMarayana as he had his 

^ The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy {1912 Impres- 
sion), p. 12((. 
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Ashrama at Badari in the Himalayas. That the 
Vedanta-Sutras and Purva Mimamsa-Sutras must 
have existed before Panini can also be inferred from 
the commentary on both of them by Upavarsha who 
is said to be the Guru of Panini in the Katha-sai;it- 
sagar, though we must admit it cannot be conclusive- 
ly proved that the two Upavarshas are one and the 
same person. 

The identity of the Vedanta-Sutras and the 
Bhikshu-Sutras would no doubt fix the date of the 
Sutras very early, before Buddha, and a question may 
arise how such an early work could have referred to 
various other schools of philosophy of a much later 
date and refuted them. In this connection we must 
not forget that the author of the Sutras does not refer 
to any founder of the different schools by name. He 
even does not use the technical terms of the different 
schools as they are knowm to us to-day. During that 
great philosophical ferment which followed at the 
close of the Upanishadic period various metaphysical 
views were held which later developed in definite 
channels. Therefore the fact that Badarayana is 
acquainted with certain systems of thought which 
later came to be associated with certain names does 
not show that Badarayana was later than these 
persons. These later names were by no means the 
original founders of these systems of thought, but 
only gave definite shape to some particular thought 
that was found in that mass of philosophical specula- 
tions which existed in that period. Badarayana could 
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anticipate even the Buddhistic and Jaina schools, for 
Buddha and Mahavira also were not the founders of 
any altogether new schools of philosophy but imbibed 
much of the thought current in the country at the 
time. There was no revolutionary departure in their 
philosophy, but it was their ^reat personality that 
shaped the history of India for centuries. As regards 
Jaina thought we know definitely that it existed from 
even before the tinre of Parswanath (8th or 9th 
century B. C.). In fact all these systems must have 
belonged to the same period of philosophical ferment 
which preceded the rise of Buddhism. Thus a writer 
of the Vedanta-Sutras before Buddha may well be 
acquainted with the different schools of philosophy 
refuted in the Tarka])ada of that book, though they 
might not have existed in the form in which we know 
them to-day or in the form in which they have been 
refuted by Sankara. 

Moreover, that the Vedanta-Sutras were known 
to exist before Buddha can also be made out from 
the Gita. The date of the Gita and the original 
Mahabharata, of which the Gita is a part, can be 
fixed before the time of Buddha. Both of them are 
pre-Buddhistic, for they contain no reference to 
Buddha and Buddhism. Quotations from both are 
found in Bod hay ana who belongs to 400 B.C. The 
language of the Gita also seems to belong to a period 
before Panini. He is also conversant with the epic 
characters. So we can well say that the Gita and the 
Mahabharata were known before Buddha. Now we 
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find a clear reference to the Brahma-Sutras, in Gita 
13.4, where the word ‘Brahma-Sutra-padaih’ occurs. 
This is a definite reference to the Vedanta-Sutras. 
The full text runs as follows: ‘‘This has been sung 
by the Rishis in various ways and in different metres 
and definitely and logically by the words of the 
Brahma-Sutras.” Tilak argues in his Gita-Rahasya 
that the first half refers to teachings which arc dis- 
connected and unsystematic and therefore refers to 
the Upanishads, while the later half to something 
definite and logical — a difference that is clearly 
brought out by this stanza and therefore refers to the 
systematized thought in the Vedanta-Sutras. Max 
Muller too is of opinion that the Vedanta-Sutras 
belong to an earlier period than the Gita^ and in the 
text just quoted he finds a clear reference to the 
recognized title of the Vedanta or Brahma-Sutras.‘ 
Indian commentators on the Gita like Ramanuja, 
Madhwa and others identify the Vedanta-Sutras in 
this passage of the Gita. 

But if the Vedanta-Sutras be of an earlier date 
than the Gita, how could it contain references to the 
Gita? In Sutras 2. 3. 45 and 4. 2. 21 all the com- 
mentators quote the same text of the Gita, and there 
seems to be no doubt that they are right. These 
cross references show that the author of the Gita 
had a hand in the present recension of the Sutras. 
This is also made clear by the rejection of the fourfold 

^ The Six Systems of Indian Philosophy, p. 113. 

^ Ibid, n. 118. 
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Vyuha of the Bhagavatas both by the Gita and the 
Sutras and the great predominance given to the 
Sankhya school in both. The Gita accepts the 
Sankhya view of creation but modifies it to some 
extent and makes the Pradhana subservient to the 
Supreme Brahman which is non-dual. In the 
Vedanta-Sutras also the author refutes the dualism of 
the Sankhyas. Otherwise he has no objection to 
accepting the Pradhana or Frakriti as a principle 
dependant on the Supreme Lord (vide 1. 4. 2-3). 
Sankara in his Bhashya on these Sutras makes this 
quite clear. 

From what has been said above we find that there 
are strong grounds for believing that the Vedanta- 
vSutras must have existed before Buddha and that if 
Badarayana and Veda-Vyasa are not one and the 
same person as tradition holds, the latter must have 
had a hand in the present recension of the Sutras, 
though it is very difficult to say to what extent — 
whether it was by way of merely revising the original 
Sutras of Badarayana or writing them down in toto 
after the teachings of Badarayana. 

COMMENTATORS ON THE BRAHMA-SUTRAS 

It has already been shown that the Brahma- 
Sutras of Badarayana somehow gained prominence 
and popularity and as a result all the great Acharyas 
have written commentaries on it. The oldest of the 
extant commentaries is by Sankara, the exponent of 
Monism. A Vritti by Upavarsha is mentioned by 
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Sankara and Bhaskara and a Vritti by Bodhayana is 
referred to and often quoted by Ramanuja in his Sri 
Bhashya. Sankara does not refer to Bodhayana. 
According to Vedanta Desika the two are one person. 
Unfortunately this work of Bodhayana is not avail- 
able now. Ramanuja quotes also from the Dramida 
Bhashya which evidently belongs to the Bhakti cult 
of Southern India. Sankara was followed by a host 
of commentators on these Sutras — Yadava Prakasha, 
Bhaskara, Vijnana Bikshu, Ramanuja, Nilakantha, 
Sripati, Nimbarka, Madhwa, Vallabha and Baladeva 
There are even some recent commentaries, though of 
not much value. All these try to maintain that their 
system is the one that Bad ar ay ana propounded 
through his Sutras. 

At present, however, only five of these great 
commentators have a large following — Sankara, the 
exponent of Monism; Ramanuja, the exponent of 
Visishtadvaita or qualified Monism; Nimbarka, the 
exponent of Bhedabhcdavada or the theory of differ- 
ence and non-difference; Madhwa, the exponent of 
Dualism; and Vallabha, the exponent of Suddhad- 
vaitavada. All of these systems seem to be based on 
the views of one or other of the ancient Vedanta 
schools which we find Badarayana referring to in his 
Sutras. 

A question may be raised how the same work 
could have given rise to so many conflicting schools 
of thought. The reasons are many. In the first place 
the brevity of the Sutras leaves much to be supplied 
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by the commenttrtors, ard in the absence of 
an universally accepted unbroken tradition each 
is free to do this according to his own pre- 
conceived ideas. Sometimes even without supply- 
ing anything the same Sutra is capable of being 
interpreted differently and even conveying quite the 
opposite meaning (t.g. Sankara and Ramanuja on 
3. 2. li) by the mere shifting of the stops. Again, 
while there is a tradition which is accepted more or 
less by all as regards the arrangement into chapters 
and sections, there is no such accepted tradition as 
regards the division into Adhikaranas (topics), nor 
is there anything authoritative to guide us as 
to which Sutras form the Purvapaksha or the 
prhna facie view and which give the Siddhanta 
or the author’s view. So every one is free 
to divide the Sutras into topics according to 
his own choice and regard any Sutras as giving the 
author’s view. Then again, the Sutras do not give 
any reference as to which texts of the scriptures are 
being discussed and as a result the commentator is 
free to select any texts from that vast repertory, so 
much so that it often happens that different com- 
mentators see different topics discussed in the same 
set of Sutras. Added to all this is the difficulty that 
Badarayana is often silent as regards his own decision 
and that on fundamental questions. He merely gives 
the views of different Vedantins and ends the topic 
(vide 1. 4. 20-22). 

The five great commentators more or less agree 
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on certain points, especially where the author attacks 
the principles of the non-Vedantic schools. All of 
them agree that Brahman is the cause of this world 
and that knowledge of It leads to final emancipation 
which is the goal to be attained; also that Brahman 
can be known only through the scriptures and not 
through mere reasoning. But they differ amongst 
themselves as to the nature of this Brahman, Its 
causality with respect to this world, the relation of the 
individual soul to It and the condition of the soul in 

the state of release. 

Brahman according to Sankara is attributeless, 
immutable, Pure Intelligence. Iswara according to 
him is a product of Maya — the highest reading of the 
Nirguna Brahman by the individualized soul. The 
world is a Vivarta or apparent transformation through 
Maya of the Nirguna Brahman but not in reality. 
The Jiva in reality is all-pervading and identical with 
Brahman, though as individualized by its Upadhi 
(adjunct), the internal organ, it regards itself as 
atomic, as an agent, and as a part of the Lord. The 
knowers of the Nirguna Brahman attain It directly 
and have not to go by ^‘the path of the gods”. It 
is the knowers of the Saguna Brahman that go by 
that path to Brahmaloka from where they do not 
return but attain Brahman at the end of the cycle. 
Knowledge is the only means to Liberation. 

To Ramanuja and the other commentators 
Brahman is not attributeless but an essentially 
Personal God possessing infinite benign attributes. 
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They hold that though personality as we experience 
it in man is limited, it need not be invariably 
connected with personality as Sankara thinks, so as to 
contradict infinity. They do not accept the Maya 
doctrine, for to them the world is real, and so they 
accept that the world is produced from Brahman. 
Madhwa, however, accepts It only as the efficient 
cause and not as the material cause also. The Jiva 
according to them is really atomic, an agent, and a 
part of the Lord. The knower of Brahman goes by 
the path of the gods to Brahmaloka where he attains 
Brahman and does not return to this mortal world. 
They do not make any distinction of higher and lower 
knowledge like Sankara. According to them Bhakti 
is the chief means to Liberation, and not Jnana. 

Thus to all of them Brahman, the world, and the 
souls are all realities. Ramanuja integrates the three 
into one organic whole and says that Brahman has 
for Its body the other two. Nimbarka integrates the 
three by his BhedabhedavMa, i.c. the relation of the 
sentient and insentient world with Brahman is one of 
difference and non-difference. Madhwa, a thorough- 
going dualist, regards these three as quite independ- 
ent, eternal entities, though Brahman is the ruler of 
the other tw^o. To Vallabha the world and the souls 
are Brahman Itself. They are real and their relatioli 
to Brahman is one of identity, as that of parts to a 
whole. ^ 

^ For details, see the various Bhashyas on Sutras 1. 1. 2, 
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SA^NKARA’s interpretation of the SUTRAS 

There is a strong opinion current amongst scholars 
to-day that whatever be the merit of Sankara’s 
metaphysical doctrines considered by themselves or 
even as doctrines elucidating the teachings of the 
Upanishads, he is not faithful to Badarayana in his 
interpretation of the Sutras. They hold that Bada- 
rayana was ignorant of a twofold Brahman and conse- 
quently of a twofold knowledge ; that he was not 
aware of the doctrine of Maya and so did not hold 
that the world was unreal, but that Brahman under- 
went a real change into this world-order ; and that the 
Sutras do not hold the view of absolute identity of 
the individual soul and Brahman. In short their 
view is that the system of Badarayana is a theistic 
system which has more affinities with the systems of 
Ramanuja and Nimbarka than with Sankara’s pure 
Non-dualism. This view is nothing new. Bhaskara 
at the beginning of his commentary on the Sutras 
accuses Sankara of this very thing. But at the same 
time we can also cite Sandilya, the author of the 
Bhakti-Sutras, who in Sutra 30 of his work refers to 
Badarayana as a Monist, which shows that the view 
that BMarayana was an AbhedavMin was prevalent 
in ancient days, even as early as the Sutra period. 

It is not possible to deal with such a controversial 
subject in a short Introduction like this. All the same 
we shall take some salient points connected with this 
discussion and try to see how far such a criticism 
against Sankara is justified. At the outset, however. 
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it is fair to adnii; that at phjces Sankara’s interpreta- 
tions setm to be far-fetched; but this is by no means 
a defect of his iJhashya alone but of all the other 
extant Bhashyas as well. Moreover, in such a critical 
study we shall not gain much if we follow the letter 
of the Sutras, missing the general spirit of the work 
as a whole. It is possible to give a consistent inter- 
pretation of the Sutras by following the letter of the 
Sutras and at the same time miss the general spirit 
of the work as a whole. 

^‘The Sruti texts give rise to a wrong view if they 
are not studied as one connected whole” — in other 
words the letter often kills the spirit. 

Sutra 2 aims at a Nir^ima Brahman: 

To start with, let us take the definition of 
Brahman given by Badarayaiia in Sutra 2. Sutra 1 
says that Brahman is to be inquired into, for the 
knowledge of It leads to Moksha (Liberation). The 
next Sutra defines Brahman and so naturally we 
have to understand that the Brahman the knowledge 
of which gives Moksha is defined here. As such we 
get a Saguna Brahman as the subject-matter of the 
Sastra and not the Nirguna Brahman of Sankaya 
which is Existence, Knowledge, Bliss Absolute. So 
it appears that the author at the very beginning of 
the work precludes any chance of Sankara’s doctrine 
being read in his Sutras. But let us investigate into 
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the matter a little and see whether it is actually so. 

After the statement in Sutra 1 that Brahman is 
to be known, naturally the question about the nature 
of Brahman arises. The Sutrakara (aphorist) here 
Anticipates an objection that Brahman cannot be 
defined at all. For whatever we cognize in this world 
is limited and as such cannot be a characteristic of 
Brahman which is infinite. A limited thing cannot 
define an unlimited thing. Nor can any characteris- 
tic which is absolutely beyond our experience, like 
Reality etc., define Brahman, for it is only a well- 
known characteristic that defines a thing and dis- 
tinguishes it from other things. Again the scriptures 
cannot define Brahman, for being absolutely unique 
It cannot be expressed in speech. Thus in the 
absence of any definition Brahman cannot be a 
thing worth inquiring into and cannot serve any 
human purpose. To refute all such objections the 
Sutrakara defines Brahman in Sutra 2. Granted that 
the world we experience cannot define Brahman as 
being a quality of It or as being identical with It, 
yet the quality of being the (supposed) cause of the 
world may indicate It. “Birth etc.’’ mentioned in 
the Sutra define Brahman per accidem. ^Though 
they inhere in the world and do not pertain to 
Brahman, the causality connected therewith pertains 
to Brahman and therefore the definition holds good. 
This causality indicates Brahman even as the snake 
indicates the rope when we say that that which is 
the snake is the rope, where the rope is indicated 
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by the snake owing to the illusory connection between 
the two. This definition, therefore, actually aims 
at the Nirguna Brahman and cannot be taken as a 
definition of the Saguna Brahman/ 

Again the Sutra refers to the Taittiriya text, 
‘‘That from which these beings are born . . . That 
is Brahman’’ etc. (3.1) and the word ‘that’ here refers 
to the Brahman defined as Existence, Knowledge, and 
Infinite in the immediately preceding section, the 
Ananda Valli. Therefore from this text itself we get 
at the real nature of Brahman. 

Yet it may be questioned why the author should 
give an indirect definition of Brahman instead of 
defining It in Its real nature as, “Existence, Knowl- 
edge, Bliss is Brahman.” The answer is that the 
author has followed here the universally accepted 
principle of taking a student step by step from a 
lower to a higher truth, from a grosser to a subtler 
one. it is indeed by first pointing to the end of the 
branch of a tree that one points out the moon to 
the child. Similarly, first Brahman as the Cause is 
distinguished from this world of products, and 
finally by saying that from Bliss this universe is 
born, It is differentiated from other probable causes 
like atoms, the Pradhana, etc. In this way finally 
Brahman’s real nature as distinguished from every- 
thing else is described. The aspirant whose mind 
is turned away from the world of the senses first 

^ Bhamati and Ratnaprabha on Sankara’s comments on 
Sutra 9. 
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comprehei}ds Brahman as the cause of the world. 
Though in Itself as the Inner Self Brahman is im- 
mediate, yet we have the idea that It is remote. 
Hence the Sniti first teaches that Brahman is the 
cause of the world, and then to remove this false 
notion of remoteness it teaches that It is one with 
the Inner Self. So long as this identity is not 
realized, It appears to be the cause of the world. 

That Bliss which admits of no difference is 
Brahman we learn from the Chhandogya Upanishad. 
"‘The Bhuman (Infinite) only is Bliss. This Infinite 
we must desire to understand” (7. 23. 1). What is 
this Infinite which is called Bliss ? The Upanishad 
explains : “Where one sees nothing else, hears 

nothing else, understands nothing else, that is the 
Infinite. Where one sees something else, hears some- 
thing else, understands something else, that is the 
finite. The Inhnite is immortal, the finite is mortal” 
(Ibid. 7. 24. 1). This non-dual Bliss is the Infinite, 
the Brahman defined in Ananda Valli as Existenc' , 
Knowledge, Infinite is Brahman, and from this all 
creation springs — so understood Bhrigu, the son of 
Varuna. 

Again the Taittiriya text, “That from which all 
beings are born . . . Try to know that. That is 
Brahman,” aims at defining a non-dual Brahman as 
the only reality and does not define a Saguna Brah- 
man. It defines Brahman as the efficient and also 
as the material cause of the universe, since It is the 
place of dissolution of the world. Being the material 
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cause of everything, It is the basic reality behind 
everything and this gives rise to the intuition that 
Brahman is non-dual and that everything else is 
unreal. Its being the efficient cause also establishes 
the fact that It is non-dual, as it precludes anything 
else being such an efficient cause. Thus this defini- 
tion, which is but one, qualifies per accidens the non- 
dual Brahman as both the efficient and material cause 
of the universe. This material causality of Biahman 
which is non-dual, immutable Intelligence cannot be 
one of origination, as by primeval atoms hy whose 
combination something new is created; nor can it be 
one of modification, as of the Pradhana of the 
Sankhyas. It is through Tivarta or apparent modi- 
fication through Maya or Nescience that Brahman is 
transformed into this universe. This universe is 
therefore illusory.^ That this is in accordance with 
Badarayana’s view is made clear by the fact that he 
uses the word ‘Sat’ as a characteristic epithet to 
denote Brahman, which he would not have done if 
he had considered the Jivas and the world also real 
like Brahman (vide Sutra 2. 3. 9). The word ‘Sat’ 
here is interpreted by all commentators to denote 
Brahman. 

Thus we find that this definition is given by 
Badarayana to indicate a Nirguna (attributeless) and 
Nirvisesha (absolute) Brahman and not a Saguna 
Brahman and he has selected a significant text from 

^ SiddhantaleSha, Brahma Lakshanavichara. 
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the wide range of scriptural texts for defining his 
Brahman. 

Is Brahman the real or apparent cause of the world ? 

Now let us take up the Sutras about the causal- 
ity of Brahman, viz, Sutras 1. 4. 23-27 and Sutra 
2. 1. 14. Before that let us have a brief summary 
of the work up to 2. 1. 14. After defining Brahman 
in Sutra 2 the Sutrakara from 1. 1. 5 to 1. 4. 18 and 
in 1. 4. 23-27 shows that all the scriptural texts 
teach that Brahman is both the efficient and the 
material cause of the universe, refuting the Sankhyas 
in 1. 1. 5-11 and in 1. 4. 1-13. Sutras 1. 4. 14-22 
refute the Sankhyan objection that there are con- 
tradictions in the Sruti texts with respect to the First 
Cause. Finally Sutra 28 says that by what has been 
said against the Sankhyas the others also are refuted. 
Sutras 2. 1. 1-3 reject the authority of the Sankhya 
and Yoga Smritis as against the scriptures. Sutras 
4-11 answer through reasoning without the aid of 
texts the Sankhyan objection based on reasoning that 
Brahman cannot be the material cause of the world, 
for It and the world are of different nature and as 
such the relation of cause and effect cannot exist 
between them. Sutra 12 refutes the validity of 
reasoning in matters transcendental and thus refutes 
all schools which arrive at their doctrines through 
reasoning. Sutra 13 answers another objection of 
the Sankhyas that if Brahman be the material cause, 
then there would result non-distinction between en- 
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joyer and things enjoyed, a fact established by ex- 
perience. The Sntra refutes it saying that such a 
difference can exist in non-different things even as 
we have waves, foam, etc. in the sea and so the 
Vedantic doctrine cannot be set aside on the ground 
of contradiction to our experience. Now> duality 
and non-duality cannot exist in one and the same 
thing, for they are mutually contradictory. The 
example of the sea and the waves would be apt 
if Brahman had aspects, but non-dual reality does 
not admit of such aspects. Moreover, Sutra 13 has 
not established the truth of the scriptural statement, 
“By the knowledge of the one everything else is 
known’’ which was referred lo in Sutra I. 4. 23. 
To establish these two things Sutras 14-20 declare 
that the effects are in reality non-different from the 
cause, uc, they have no existence apart from the 
cause. ^ Non-difference here does not mean identity 
but that there is no difference.^ In other words the 
two. Brahman and the world, have not the same 
grade of reality.'^ That is what is meant. If the 
world is something different from Brahman it would 
contradict such Sruti texts as, “All this was but the 
Self” (Brih. 1, 4. 1., 1. 4. 17). Again if the world is 
real, it would contradict texts like, “There is nothing 
whatsoever here” (Brih. 4. 4. 19). Therefore the 
world is non-different from Brahman. But identity 


* Sankara on Sutra 14. 

^ Bhamati on Sutra 14. 

’ Siddhantalesha, Brahmakaranatvavichara. 
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is not what is meant by non-difference, for this 
is impossible between the world and Brahman, they 
being mutually different in nature. Hence non- 
difference means that it has no existence apart from 
Brahman, it precludes difference. The denial of 
identity, however, does not establish the difference 
of the world and Brahman, but establishes the 
apparent identity or the illusory nature of the world, 
even as the illusory snake is seen in the rope. This 
is what the Chhandogya text (h ]. 4 tries to teach. 
Thus only by the knowledge of one thing can every- 
thing be known, on any other assum])tion it would 
be impossible to establish it. The non-difference of 
the world from Brahman being established, the 
question naturally arises that Brahman would then 
be responsible for creating evil for the Jiva which is 
one with It. This is answered in Sutras 2. 1. 21-23. 
Sutras 24-25 show how Brahman, though destitute 
of materials and instruments, yet is the cause of the 
world even as milk turns into curds without any 
extraneous help. The example cited raises a fresh 
objection in Sutra 20 that Brahman cannot at the 
same time be both immutable and be transformed 
into the world. Against this Sutra 27 says 
that the Sruti states both these views and 
so they have to be accepted, as the Sruti 
is the only authority with respect to Brahman. 
As to how these two views are to be reconciled, 
Sutra 28 says that even as in the individual soul 
diverse creation exists in the dream state without 
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marring its indivisibility, so also this world springs 
from Biahman, This example which is cited is very 
significant as it shows that Badarayana was quite 
familiar with Mayavada — that he considered this 
world unreal in a higher sense even as the dream 
world is Maya (3. 2. 3). These two Sutras together 
with Sutras 2. 3. 50 and 3. 2. 18 show that he viewed 
the world as unreal. The subsequent Sutras establish 
that Brahman thiongh Maya possesses all powers 
necessary for creation and so on. 

In the above summary we find how logically 
and consistently Sankara has interpreted the Sutras 
which leaves no room for dispute as to what Badara- 
yana meant in these Sutras. 

Thus in the whole of Chapter I and Section 1 of 
Chapter II Badarayana establishes the efficient and 
material causality of Biahman and in this his oppo- 
nents are primarily the Sankhyas who deny Its 
mateiial causality. As they also quote the scriptures 
often in their support , the y are the foremost opponents 
in Badarayana’s view. He disposes of others by say- 
ing that they too are refuted by these arguments. 
Sankara also, as shown above, has in Ch. I, Sec. t and 
Ch. .II, Sec. 1 consistently interpreted the Sutras as 
directed against the Sankhyms or as answering their 
objections. 

Some critics of Sankara, hotvever, think that the 
reasoning employed by^ the aphorist against the 
Sankhyas in Sutras 4-11 of Ch. II, Sec. 1, especially 
Sutra G, would be hardly appropriate from Sankara's 
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point of view, for according to him the world springs 
not from Brahman as Intelligence, but in so far as 
It is associated with M^a. Similarly Sutra 24 which 
says that Brahman transforms Itself into the world 
like milk would be inappropriate if the world were 
unreal; Sutra 1. 4. 23 where Brahman is said to be 
the material and efficient cause of the world does 
not say that Brahman is the material cause through 
Maya; on the other hand Sutra 1. 4. 26 uses the word 
‘Parinamat’ to show how Brahman is changed into 
the world. 

This criticism does not seem to be relevant. In 
Sutras 2. 1. 4-11 the Sankhyas’ objection against the 
Vedantic doctrine of the material causality of Brah- 
man is answered. Here the author is concerned only 
with establishing Brahman as the material cause and 
thus refuting the dualism of the Sankhyas who posit 
an independent principle, the Pradhana, as the First 
Cause, and not with the true nature of this causality. 
Up to Sutra 13 he refutes the objection from the 
Sankhyas’ own realistic standpoint. His own view as 
to the true significance of the causality is established 
in Sutra 14. It is not true that Sankara holds that 
Brahman as Pure Intelligence is not the material 
cause, but only as endowed with Maya. Brahman or 
Pure Intelligence as such is the material cause of 
the world as Sutra 1. 4. 28 says. But because of 
this, we cannot expect the effect, the world, to be 
similar to the cause in all respects. This is made 
clear by Sankara in his commentary op Sutra 2.1.6 
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Vs^here he says that they cannot be similar in all res- 
pects^ for if they were, then there would be nothing 
like cause and effect, nor would they be called by 
different names. What is essential for establishing 
the relation of cause and effect is that some qualities 
of the cause must be found ui the effect also, and 
this is satisfied in the case of Brahman and the 
world. Everything in this world exists and this 
quality is obtained f^om Brahman which is existence; 
everything is also illumined by Intelligence which is 
Brahman. So Sutra 1. 4. 23 which says that Brahman 
as Intelligence is the cause is not contradicted accord- 
ing to Sankara’s view. This Sutra futher says, ‘‘This 
view not contradicting the proposition and illustration 
cited in Chh. 6. 1. 4.” In what sense the material 
causality of Brahman as Intelligence does not contra- 
dict this enunciation, is shown by the aphorist in 
2. 1. 14. From these Sutras Sankara says that both 
Brahman and Maya are the cause of the world. Brah- 
man through Vivarta, and Maya through Parinama; 
and the qualities of both are found in the effect, the 
world, as we gather from our cognition of a pot, ‘The 
pot exists,’ ‘The pot is inert’ where as existence the 
pot is indentical with Brahman which is existence 
itself, and as inert it is identical with Maya which is 
inert. Everything in this world has five elements in 
its make-up, viz, Asti, Bhati, Priya, Nama, and Rupa, 
the former three have Brahman for its material cause 
corresponding to the three factors, Existence, Intelli- 
gence and* Bliss, and the last two consist of Maya and 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


xxviii 

are unreal. No doubt the aphorist takes the Pari- 
nama view as a workable basis in refuting the San- 
khyas. But we have already said that it is a well 
established principle of Indian teachers to take the 
aspirant step by step to the final truth. So Badara- 
yana, by taking the Parinama view-point in his earlier 
Sutras where Brahman is referred to as the Cause and 
establishing Vivarta in 2. ]. 14, has only followed this 
universally accepted method. That the author is not 
for Parinamavada is made clear by him in Sutras 
26-28. Sutra 28 clearly establishes the unreality of 
the world, it being illusory like the dream world. 

Coming to Ramanuja's commentary we find that 
he is not so logical or consistent as Sankara. Accord- 
ing to him Brahman has for Its body the entire 
universe with all its sentient and insentient beings 
in all Its states. When the souls and matter are 
in the subtle state, Brahman is in the causal condition 
and when they are in the gross state It is in the effect 
state. The effect, i.e. the world, is thus seen to be 
non-different from the cause, i.e, the Supreme 
Brahman (vide Sri Bhashya Sutras 1. 4. 27 and 
2. 1. 15). Badarayana does not seem to hold this 
view, for nowhere does he say that Brahman has 
for Its body the souls and matter. Even if 2. 3. 43 
should mean that the souls are the body of Brahman, 
there is no similar Sutra to show that matter too is 
Its body. Moreover, if Brahman is the material 
cause of the world through Its insentient part only, 
as the above view leads to, then Sutra 3. 4. 23 which 



INTRODUCTION 


XXIX 


says that Brahman as Iiitelligence is the material 
cause would be contradicted and Sutras 2. 1. 26-28 
also would be useless, for the question of the whole 
of Brahman passing over into the world does not 
arise at all. Nor can the relation of cause and effect 
exist between Brahman in the causal and the effect 
state for it is the same Brahman in either case. 
Evrn if such a relati(»nship be granted, it would make 
Sutras 2. 1. 4-6 meaningless, for there can be no 
difference of nature in Brahman in the two states as 
between Brahman and the world — the sentient and 
the insentient. Ramanuja directs Sutra 14 against 
the Vaiseshikas, but we do not find the author making 
anybody else but the Sankhyus the opponents. The 
rest he disposes of by saying that the arguments 
against the Sankhyas refute others also (vide 1. 4. 28 
and 2. 1. 12). The interpretation of Sutra 2. 3. 28 
by Ramanuja is very far-fetched. His explana- 
tion that because things possess different qual- 
ities owing to the difference in their essential 
nature, Brahman which is unique can possess qualities 
beyond our experience, is not to the point, while 
Sankara’s interpretation is very happy as it gives us 
an idea as to how it is possible for Brahman to create 
the world and yet remain immutable. Moreover, 
Ramanuja has not explained in Sutras 26-28 the con- 
tradiction in the Sruti texts, while Sankara’s interpre- 
tation reconciles the contradiction through reasoning, 
and such reasoning as is not against the Sruti texts is 
quite acceptable to all Vedantins ; in fact that is what 
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the author proposes to do in this Uttara-Mimamsa 
work of his. 

Coming to Nimbarka, his line of argument on 
these Sutras relating to the causality of Brahman is 
to establish the Bhedabheda doctrine. Sutra 2. 1. 18 
he interprets first like Sankara. But in Sutra 14 
the word he interprets as ‘sf g 

‘not absolutely different.’ That is, the effect is not 
absolutely differnt from the cause: it has no separate 
existence from Brahman. Thus from Sutra 13 which 
says that Brahman and the Jiva are different, Sutras 
4-6 which say that the insentient world is different 
from It and Sutra 14 which says that they have no 
separate existence apart from Brahman, Nimbarka 
concludes that between Brahman and the sentient 
and insentient world there is difference as well as 
non-difference. But such a thing in one and the 
same entity is impossible. The Chhandogya text says 
that the clay alone is real and not the things made 
of clay, for they are mere names, unreal. Take 
for example a clay pot; when we cognize it as a pot 
we are not conscious of its being clay and when 
we cognize it as clay we miss the pot, though both 
these aspects are inherent in it. So we have to con- 
clude that its nature is illusory, for it is not cognized 
as what it is. That which is non-different from a 
thing and yet appears to be different and which 
depends upon the non-difference for its existence can- 
not but be illusory. So between the pot and the 
clay, the latter alone is real and not the pot. 
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Similar is the case with B^^ahman and the world. 
Brahman alone is real and the world is unreal. 
“When all this is but the Self, how could one see 
another?’^ (Brih. 2. 4. 14). Chhandogya 6. 16 calls 
one who sees variety as false-minded and the one 
who cees unity as true-minded. But to people who 
are in ignorance both difference and non-difference 
seem to be real, the unity being understood through 
the scriptures and varety through direct perception. 
This is only a relative or Vyavaharika state. The 
truth is unity. Therefore Nimbarka’s view cannot 
be correct. 

Does Bddaruyana accept the Pdnehardtra view? 

In Section 2 of Chapter II the author takes the 
offensive. So long he was on the defensive. 
In the whole of this section he refutes through 
reasoning alone, without recourse to the Sruti 
texts, the various schools of philosophy of the 
time. In this section he refutes those schools 
of thought that were regarded by the ortho- 
dox section as outside the sphere of the Vedas. We 
have enough references in ancient works like the 
Mahabharata and some of the Puranas that all these 
schools refuted in Section 2 by the author were so 
regarded. The Siva Mahimna Stotra contains the 
verse which shows 

that Sankhya, Yoga, Pasupata and Vaishnava 
(which includes Pancharatra) schools of thought were 
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regarded as different from ertfl or the Vedic religion 
with its two branches, Karmak&nda and Jnanakanda. 
Moreover, we find that in many works of the Pancha- 
ratra school the Vedas are held in contempt. Sankara 
himself quotes such a text. The scholiasts Govinda- 
nanda and Anandagiri also quote similar texts. 
Therefore they must have been definitely regarded 
by the ancients as outside the pale of the Vedas and 
we cannot reasonably expect Badarayana to have 
accepted their view as his final conclusion in a work 
meant to systematize the orthodox thought of the 
Upanishads. Of course, to that portion which does 
not contradict the Vedas he has no objection; nor 
has Sankara, as he has made it clear in his Bhashya 
on Sutras 42 and 43 . Ramanuja, however, sees in 
Sutras 44 and 45 the acceptance of the Pancharatra 
doctrine by a refutation of the objections raised 
against it in Sutras 42 - 43 . But his interpretations are 
stretched. Sutra 45 he twists to mean, ‘‘And because 
the creation of the soul is contradicted by this 
Sastra”, saying thereby that the question raised in 
Sutra 42 as to the creation of the soul does not 
arise at all, as this school does not hold the view. 
The way in which this Sutra is stretched by Rama- 
nuja can easily be seen by comparing it with Sutra 
10 where Badarayana uses the same wording, “And 
on account of contradiction,’^ etc. to mean that con- 
tradiction in the Sankhya system makes it unaccept- 
able to the wise. This seems to be the Sutrakara’s 
view here also. Dr. Thibaut thinks, “It would not 
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be unnatural proceeding to dose the polemical section 
with a defence of that doctrine which in spite of 
objections has to be viewed as the true one.” But 
that being the purpose of the whole work itself, we 
cannot reasonably think that the author establishes 
his doctrine in these two Sutras. Moreover, no other 
commentator sees the acceptance of the Pancharatra 
doctrine in this topic. Vallabha follows Sankara. 
Nimbarka sees the refutation of Saktivada in the 
topic. He is therefore consistent in that he regards 
the whole of Section 2 as being devoted to a refutation 
of views not acceptable to the author. He accepts 
the Pancharatra system and so he finds some other 
subject in this topic, though on this account his inter- 
pretation is not happy. But if Vyasa had any hand 
in this work as already shown, then we cannot but see 
the refutation of the Pancharatra system in these 
Sutras, for we find that he does not accept this 
doctrine even in his Gita. 


The Jiv(Ts real nature: 

Now we come to Sutras 2. 3. 16-53 which deal 
with the nature of the soul and its relation to 
Brahman. All except Sankara interpret these Sutras 
to mean that the soul is atomic, an agent, and a part 
of the Lord. Sankara alone says that the atomicity, 
agency, and being a part are not the Jiva’s real 
nature, but its nature as a Samsarin (transmigrating 
entity) and that in reality it is all-pervasive and 
identical with Brahman. 
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The author defines Brahman as the cause etc. 
of this world of sentient and insentient things in 
Sutra 2, referring to the Taittiriya text, *‘That out 
of which all these creatures are born’’ etc. (3. 1). It 
is clear, therefore, that the world of sentient and 
insentient things has sprung from Brahman. Hence 
the Jivas too have sprung from the Lord. But in 
Sutra 17 the author says that the individual soul 
is not produced. Thus he contradicts his definition 
and also the enunciation of the scriptures that ‘‘by 
the knowledge of one thing everything else is known” 
(Chh. 6. 1). The Sutrakara at every place makes this 
enunciation the corner-stone of his argument. So we 
have to reconcile it and the author’s definition of 
Brahman with his statement in Sutra 17 which drives 
us to the conclusion that the Jiva as such, as a 
Samsarin, is an effect, but in its real nature it is 
eternal and identical with Brahman. That the nature 
of the Jiva as we experience it is unreal is made clear 
by him in Sutra 16. What originates is its connection 
with its adjuncts, gross and subtle, which is unreal. 
From this standpoint it is also clear why the author 
treats the question of the Jiva’s nature and its relation 
to Brahman in this section which reconciles contradic- 
tions in the Sruti texts with respect to creation. There 
are different statements about the nature of the Jiva 
also and these he reconciles in this section, showing 
thereby that in its real nature it is not created and 
is identical with Brahman, but as a Samsarin it is 
an effect, atomic, an agent, and a part of Brahman. 
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Even as Iswara or Brahman limited by Nescience is 
not eternal, so is the Jiva limited by the body, mind, 
etc, not eternal, but in its true nature it is eternal. 
Bereft of their UpMhis both are Pure Intelligence and 
identical. That is why the Taittiriya Upanishad after 
saying, ‘‘Existence, Knowledge, Infinite is Brahman” 
(2. 1) says, “From That verily — from this Self — is 
the ether born” etc. (2. 1), thus identifying the 
self as bereft of all its Upadhis with Brahman. 
Taittiriya 2. 1, and 8. 1 cited by the Sutrakara 
in his definition of Brahman all refer to the same 
Pure Intelligence. Thus the one ‘Existence, Knowl- 
edge, Infinite’ which is Pure Intelligence, reflected 
in Nescience is Iswara, and reflected in the Antah- 
karana (internal organ) is the Jiva, which is borne 
out by the scriptural statement, “This Jiva has the 
effect for the adjunct and Iswara has the cause for 
the adjunct” (Sukharahasya Up. 2. 12). This seems 
to be the true view-point which has guided the 
aphorist in framing the Sutras of Section 3, Chapter II 
and in which sense Sankara also has interpreted them. 
The enunciation also is not contradicted according to 
this interpretation. 

According to Ramanuja the souls are really 
effects of Brahman but have existed in It from all 
eternity as a mode or Prakara of Brahman. So also 
have the elements. Yet the latter are said to 
originate, as at the time of creation they undergo 
an essential change of nature. But the souls do not 
undergo such a change, they are always cognizing 
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agents, but at the time of creation there is an expan- 
sion of their intelligence and in this sense alone, 
i.e, in the sense that there is no essential change in 
their nature at creation, are the souls said to be not 
created {vide Sri Bhashya 2. 3. 18) while the elements 
which undergo change in their essential nature 
are said to be created. BMarayana nowhere says 
that the souls and Prakriti which form the body of 
Brahman are Its effects; nor does he anywhere 
declare such a difference between the souls and the 
elements. Again, according to Ramanuja Brahman 
means not pure Being but as qualified by the souls 
and matter for Its body. This very conception of 
Brahman establish that the relation between the souls 
and Brahman is as between a quality and the thing 
qualified and consequently 2. 3. 43 is redundant if 
the word ‘part’ there should be interpreted to convey 
this idea. 

Ramanuja sees a refutation of Advaita in Sutras 
50-53, This does not seem to be intelligible at alb 
for the Advaitins do not say that the Jiva is all- 
pervading in its relative state. It is so in the state 
of release. Sankara makes it clear that the Jiva 
as such is limited and subject to injunctions and pro- 
hibitions, through its connection with a gross body 
(2. 3. 48), and that even after the gross body falls, 
on account of its finer Upadhis, the Antahkarana 
etc. which accompany it even after death (4. 2. 1-0), 
it still continues to be individualized (2. 3. 30), and so 
there is no confusion in fruits of actions done in the 
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gross body (2. 3. 49 and 50). It is only when this 
Upadhi also, which being something created and not 
eternal (vide 2. 4) and therefore liable to destruction, 
is rent asundei, that the Jiva attains its real nature 
and is all-pervading. As such, Ramapuja’s refutation 
of Advaita falls flat. Sankara’s interpretation of 
these Sutras on the other hand is happy. The 
Sutrakara, having established that the Jiva in its 
relative state is atomic and an agent but in reality 
ad.-pervading, refutes the view of those who hold 
that the Jivas are many and all-pervading in their 
relative state itself. Nimbarka and Vallabha also see 
the same subject in this topic which shows that Rama- 
nuja’s attempt to refute Advaita is far-fetched and 
not at all what the Sutrakara (aphorist) means. 

Nimbarka too regards the Jivas and Prakrit! as 
effects of Brahman ; but while matter undergoes 
further modification after creation, the souls do not 
and in this sense the soul is said to be eternal by 
him also. Such a view stands refuted by the same 
arguments as are applied against Ramanuja’s view. 
Coming to Sutra 43 which says the Jiva is different 
as well as non-different from Brahman, it has already 
been shown by Sankara in 2. 1. 14 that such a thing 
is not possible in the same entity and that non- 
difference alone is real. 

Let us now conclude this topic by considering 
the reasonableness or otherwise of taking Sutras 19-28 
as the decisive view of the author. According to 
this view the soul is atomic, for the Sruti declares it 
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to be so (Mu. 8. 1. 9) and other texts mention itij 
passing out of the body, going to heaven, etc. But 
then the Sruti also describes the Supreme Self as 
atomic in texts like, ‘‘Smaller than a grain of rice, 
smaller than a grain of barley’’ etc. (Chh. 8. 14. 8). 
So how can we say that the Jiva alone is atomic and 
not the Lord? It may be said that texts say that 
Brahman is all-pervading. “All-pervading like the 
ether and eternal” etc. ; “Greater than the sky, 
greater than heaven” etc. But then the Sruti texts 
describe the soul also as all-pervading : “He is 
indeed the great unborn Seif” (Brih. 4. 4. 22); 
“Just as when a pot is carried, the pot alone is 
carried, not the ether inside it, even so is the Jiva 
compared to the ether,” which expressly says it is 
all-pervading. Nor will it serve any purpose to say 
that Brahman, being the material cause of the world, 
must be all-pervasive, for even the atomic Jiva creates 
several bodies (Kayavyuha) and rules them and so 
Brahman though the material cause can yet be atomic. 
So neither by the Sruti texts nor by reasoning can 
the differentiation of Brahman and the Jiva as all- 
pervasive and atomic be justified. But according to 
Advaita there is no disparity in its reasoning in the 
two cases. Brahman due to UpMhi (adjunct) appears 
atomic but in reality It is all-pervasive. So also is 
the Jiva in its real nature all-pervading and therefore 
identical with Brahman, though it appears to be 
atomic, an agent and so on owing to its limiting 
adjunct, the Antahkarana. The primary texts say 
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that Brahman and the Jiva in its real nature are 
all-pervading. The texts which speak of atomicity 
etc. are of a secondary import and so have to be 
explained otherwise.^ 

Is Brahman xmth or without attributes: 

Now let us take up the Sutras in Chapter III, 
Section 2, where BMarayana describes the nature of 
Brahman. Sutras 11-21 according to Sankara deal 
with the reconciliation of texts which describe 
Brahman both as attributeless and as possessing 
attributes and mean that even from difference of place 
a twofold characteristic cannot be predicated of 
Brahman, because the scriptures teach throughout 
that Brahman is without attributes (11). If it be 
said that such difference is taught by the scriptures 
we deny it, because with respect to each form the 
Sruti declares just the opposite of that. The Sruti 
explains ct every instance that the form is not true 
and that behind all UpMhis there is one formless 
principle (vide Brih. 2, 5. 1) (12). Moreover, some 
teach thus (vide Katha. 4. 11) (13). Verily Brahman 
is formless, for that is the purport of the texts (14). 
And as formless light takes form, so does Brahman 
take form in connection with Upadhis which serve the 
purpose of Upasana (meditation) (15). It is Pure 
Intelligence (16). The Sruti and Smriti teach that It 
is attributeless (17). Therefore we have with respect 

^ Siddhantalesha, Jivanutvavichara. 
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to Brahman comparisons like the images of the sun. 
The forms are mere reflections, they are not real (18). 

Ramanuja and Nimbarka on the other hand see 
quite a different subject discussed in these Sutras. 
The topic is not whether Brahman is attributeless or 
possesses attributes, but whether It is polluted by 
imperfections owing to Its being inside everything as 
the Inner Ruler, even as the soul being embodied is 
subject to imperfections due to its states of waking, 
dream, and dreamless sleep described in Sutras 1-10. 
Therefore according to Ramanuja the Sutras mean 
that even on account of place such as matter and 
soul there is not the possibility of the Supreme Lord 
being contaminated by imperfections, since every- 
where in the scriptures Brahman is described as having 
a twofold characteristic, viz. freedom from imperfec- 
tions and possessing all blessed qualities (11). If it 
be said that since the soul also by nature possesses 
according to Chh. 8.7 the twofold characteristic of 
Brahman and yet is subject to imperfections due to 
its connection with a body, the Inner Ruler will 
likewise be subject to such conditions owing to its 
connection with bodies, we deny it, for the Sruti at 
every place denies it by saying that Brahman is 
immortal and therefore free from imperfections (vide 
Brih. 3. 7. 3 — 22). The imperfections in the soul 
are due to Karma and the Lord who is not subject to 
it is therefore free from such imperfections (12). 
Brahman can be said to have no form, as It is the 
originator of name and form and therefore is not 
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subject ti'* Karma like the souls which being embodied 
are subject to it (14). To an objection that the 
differentiated ^brm of Brahman is false, Sutra 15 
answers thus: Even as on account of texts like, 
^‘Brahman is Existence, Knowledge, Infinite” we 
have to accept that intelligence constitutes the 
essential nature of Brahman, so also we have to admit 
that It possesses a twofold characteristic, as other- 
wise such texts become meaningless (15). And the 
texts say that much only, i.c. that Brahman has in- 
telligence for its essential nature, and does not nega- 
tive the other attributes of Brahman (16). The Sruti 
and Smriti state thus (17). For this very reason are 
comparisons such as reflected images of the sun. 
Brahman, although abiding in manifold places, ever 
possesses the twofold characteristic and is not con- 
taminated even as the sun reflected in dirty water is 
not polluted (18). 

Nirabarka also more or less follows Ramanuja’s 
interpretation as regards Sutras 11-14. Sutras 15 and 
16 he interprets in a different way, and sees in them 
an argument for establishing the authority of the 
Sruti as absolute in the matter discussed in 11-14. 
Sutras 17-21 he interprets like Ramanuja, though he 
reads 21 as a separate Sutra and not as a part of 20 
as Ramanuja does. 

A glance through these three commentaries on 
these Sutras convinces one of the superiority and 
reasonableness and also of the logical consistency of 
Sankara’s interpretation. Moreover, it has the merit 
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of dealing with the solution of an important doubt 
that arises in the mind of even a casual reader of 
the Upanishads, viz. as to the nature of Brahman — 
whether it is qualified or non-qualified ; for the Sruti 
texts seem to support both views though they are 
contradictory. Ramanuja and Nimbarka ignore such 
an important subject and see a less important subject 
discussed in these Sutras. Secondly, they fail to bring 
out the force of the words of the Sutras in bold relief 
as Sankara does, e.g. ‘twofold characteristic’ of Sutra 
11 which refers to contradictory qualities in Sankara, 
but not so in the other two. They therefore seem to 
overlook what is actually taught in the Sutras and 
bring in a subject-matter not meant by the aphorist. 
We shall be doing an injustice to Badarayana to think 
with Ramanuja and Nimbarka that he had omitted 
to discuss such an important subject in his work 
meant to systematize the teachings of the Upanishads- 
No doubt Ramanuja broaches this subject in Sutras 15 
and 16 and says that both these views are to be 
accepted; but his interpretation of Sutra 16 is indeed 
stretched and cannot be accepted, while Nimbarka 
does not discuss the subject at all. We cannot think 
with Ramanuja that Badarayana disposed of such an 
important subject in one or two Sutras in a topic 
which deals with quite a different subject-matter and 
of less importance. Ramanuja’s introducing this 
subject in Sutras 15 and 16 is against the spirit of the 
Adhikarana (topic) even according to his own inter- 
pretation. It is something which he forcibly intro- 
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duces out of all relation to the context, as anybody 
can easily see. 

In fact according to their interpretation of this 
Adhikarana the whole of it looks redundant after what 
has been stated by them in 2. 1. 13. Finally the 
simile of the reflections of the sun is happier accord- 
ing to Sankara’s interpretation than according to that 
of the other two and the text cited by Ramanuja in 
Sutra 18 holds good according to Sankara’s view also 
and more aptly. 

Sutras 22-30 Sankara takes as a separate topic 
and interprets 22 to 24 as follows: What has been 
mentioned up to this (i.e. the two forms of Brahman 
mentioned in Brih. 2. 3. 1) is denied by the words 
‘‘Not this, not this” (Brih. 2. 3. 6) and the Sruti says 
something more than that afterwards. It does not 
deny Brahman but Its forms mentioned earlier, their 
transcendental reality (22). The objection that 
Brahman is denied because It is not experienced is 
not reasonable, for the Sruti says that Brahman 
exists, though It is not manifest on account of ignor- 
ance (23). And moreover It is realized in perfect 
meditation, so say the Sruti and Smriti (24). There- 
fore the Jiva becomes one with the Infinite when 
Knowledge dawns, for thus the scripture indicates 
(26). In the next two Sutras an objection is raised 
against Sutras 25 and 26. But on acount of both 
difference and non-difference being taught by the 
Sruti, the relation between them is as between the 
serpent and its coil (27), or like that between light 
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and its orb (28). Sutra 29 refutes this view and 
says: Or the relation is as given before in Sutras 
25-26. And on account of the denial of everything 
else besides Brahman by the Sruti texts (30). 

Ramanuja continues the previous topic up to 
26. Sutras 22-26 according to him mean : The text 
(Brih. 2. 3. 6) denies the previously mentioned that- 
muchness and says more than that. The two forms 
of Brahman (Brih. 2. 3. 1) do not exhaust Its attri- 
butes, for the text states further qualities after that. 
^‘For there is nothing higher than this ‘not this\ 
Then comes the name, ‘the Truth of truth’; for the 
Pranas are true and It is the truth of them.” ‘Pranas’ 
here mean the souls, because they accompany the 
latter at death. The souls are true, because they do 
not undergo any change in their essential nature. The 
Lord is the Truth of these true souls, for these 
contract and expand with respect to intelligence, 
while He is unaffected. Thus the subsequent part of 
the text connects Brahman with some qualities. The 
clause “Not this, not this” does not deny the 
attributes of Brahman, but denies that Its nature is 
confined to these two forms only (22). The Sruti 
instruction is not unnecessary here, for though the 
world is seen, yet it is not known as a Prakara or mode 
of Brahman and that is what can be gathered only 
from the Sruti texts. So declares the Sruti (23). And 
Brahman’s being differentiated by these two forms is 
realized even as Its being of the nature of intelligence 
is realized by repeated meditation (25). For all these 
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reasons Brahman is regarded as Infinite, t.e, as- 
possessing infinite attributes; for thus the attributes 
hold good, i.c, the twofold characteristic of Sutra 22 
(26). Sutras 27-30 are treated by Ramanuja as a 
separate topic. Sutras 27 and 28 give the Purva- 
paksha, as Sankara also says, and 29 gives the 
Siddhanta; but the words ‘as before’ in the Sutra 
refer not to Sutras 25 and 26, but to 2. 3. 43. 

Nimbarka follows Ramanuja in Sutras 22-24. 
The next two Sutras he interprets somewhat different- 
ly. Just as fire is manifested through the rubbing of 
wooden sticks, so is Brahman manifested in medita- 
tion (25). On realizing Brahman the soul becomes 
one with It (26). Sutras 27 and 28 he takes as the 
author’s and not as the opponent’s view. Sutra 27 
describes that the relation between Brahman and the 
insentient w^orld is as between the serpent and its 
coils (27) and the relation between the soul and 
Brahman is as between the orb and the light (28). 
But to an objection of the kind raised in Sutra 2.1.25 
the answer is as before, i.c. 2. 1. 26 (29). Moreover, 
the Supreme Self is not affected by the imperfection 
of the soul (30). 

Sankara thus interprets “Not this, not this” as a 
denial of the two forms of Brahman mentioned in 
Brih. 2. 3. 1. Brahman can be described only as 
“Not this, not this,” i.e. It is not what we see. 
Whatever we see is not Brahman as It is. Brahman 
is something different from all this manifested world. 
This interpretation is in keeping with scriptural 
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teaching. Ramanuja and Nimbarka interpret that 
‘‘Not this, not this” denies only the limitation of 
Brahman’s nature to only these two forms, in other 
words It has many more attributes than these two. 
The two forms are real and are only two of the 
infinite attributes of the Lord. This seems to be a 
total denial of the Upanishadic teaching. “Not this, 
not this” occurs in four different places in the Brih. 
Up. Even if Ramanuja’s explanation be allowed in 
Brih. 2. 3. 6 — however strange and twisted it might 
seem, Brih. 4. 2. 4, 4. 4. 22 and 4. 5. 15 do not by 
any means yield to such an • interpretation . These 
texts after saying, “This Self is that which has 
been described as ‘Not this, not this,’ ” says, “It is 
imperceptible” etc. Other texts also describe the 
Self or Brahman as beyond comprehension. “There 
goes neither the eye, nor speech nor the mind; we 
know It not nor do we see how to teach about It. 
Different It is from all that is known, and is beyond 
the unknown as well” (Kena 1. 3-4); “Whence speech 
returns along with the mind without realizing It” 
(Taitt. 2. 4); also Ibid 2. 9 and Katha 1. 3. 15. 
From these texts we find that nothing can be 
predicated of Brahman. From the Kena texts we 
find that we cannot say that Brahman is this and 
this in a positive way. It is not what we see and 
therefore It can only be described as “Not this, not 
this” by denying everything we see in It. It is true 
that we do find the scriptures dealing with both 
difference and non-difference; but with what object. 
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is the question. It is not to establish that both are 
true, for they arc mutually contradictory. A careful 
study of the scriptures convinces one that duality is 
taught in order to take the aspirant step by step 
through it to non-duality. Ramanuja in his Bhashya 
on these Sutras criticizes Sankara saying that the 
Sruti could not have described these two forms only 
to deny them later on. But that this is a process the 
Sruti adopts is clear from Prajapati’s instruction to 
Jndra in the Chhandogya or Varuna’s teaching to 
Bhrigu in the Taittiriya Upanishad. The aspirant is 
gradually taken to higher «and higher truths. Through 
duality he is led up to non-duality, the goal or final 
truth. Duality has not been praised anywhere in the 
scriptures, and no fruit is ascribed to it. On the other 
hand it is censured {vide Katha 2. 4. 10-11 ; Brih. 
4. 4. 19 ; Mait. 4. 2. and 6. 3), which shows that the 
scriptures do not intend to posit duality. But non- 
duality is praised and immortality is said to be 
acliieved by the knowledge of unity. According to 
the Purva Mimamsa principle, that which has no 
result of its own but is mentioned in connection with 
something else which has a result, is subordinate to 
the latter. Therefore duality which has no fruit of 
its own is subsidiary to non-duality which is the main 
purport of the Sruti texts. Again we have texts like, 
“The Atman is smaller than the smallest, greater 
than the greatest” (Katha 1 . 2. 20) ; “Neither gross 
nor fine” etc. — which negate all duality and establish 
the Infinity of Brahman beyond all doubts. 
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A question, however, may arise: If everything 
is negated, what will be left? We shall by such a 
process arrive at a nonentity. Not so. We cannot 
go on negating ad infinitum, but have to come finally 
to some basic reality, and this basic reality behind 
everything is the Atman or Brahman. When we 
remove an object, space is left behind. Similarly, 
when everything we see is removed or negated. 
Brahman is left behind, which cannot be negated and 
which is the fitness of everything. We cannot say 
that by negation we come to nonentity, for the very 
fact that we comprehend this nonentity shows that 
it is being illumined by the witnessing consciousness, 
the basic reality even behind this idea of nonentity. 
In this Sutra the Sutrakara solves this doubt, showing 
that the negation concerns not Brahman, but only 
the two forms of It. To turn the drift of this discus- 
sion topsy turvy and establish the reality of the two 
forms is to ignore the spirit of scriptural teaching. 

Mdydvdda in the JJpanishads : 

There is a common belief that Mayavada is not 
found in the scriptures and that it is Sankara’s own 
doctrine borrowed from the Buddhists. But such a 
statement is scarcely justified. In the Brihadaranyaka 
text under discussion we have, “Now its name : ‘The 
Truth of truth.’ The vital force is truth, and It is 
the Truth of that” (Brih. 2. 3. 6). If the vital force, 
i,e. Prajna (the soul in a state of deep sleep) of which 
the vital force is an Upadhi is true or real. Brahman 
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is the Tritth or Reality of this real. In other words. 
Brahman’s reality is of a different grade from that of 
the universe. If this world is real and not Maya, as 
Sankara would call it, then Brahman is the Reality 
of this real, which shows that the world’s reality is 
of an inferior kind from that of Brahman and when 
It is realized this world is no more. A similar idea 
is conveyed by Chh. 7. 24. 1 where Brahman, the 
Infinite, is said to be immortal and the world, the 
fmite, is said to be mortal. But this is exactly what 
Sankara too says — that the two, Brahman and the 
world, have two grades of reality, even as the dream 
world and the world we experience while we are 
awake have two grades of reality, and as a result 
we are justified in saying that the dream world is 
Maya, as the Sutrakara says in 3. 2. 3, or unreal 
as compared with the waking state. Similarly, this 
world we experience is Maya or mireal as compared 
with the reality of Brahman. The dream world has 
a reality for the time being; so has this world so 
long as wx are in ignorance; and Sankara nowhere 
denies the Vyavaharika (phenomenal) reality of this 
world. The scriptures explain this difference between 
the reality of the two. Brahman and the world, by 
using symbology, as for example in Chh. G. 1. 4, which 
we had occasion to explain in Sutra 2. 1. 14 where the 
Sruti tries to explain that the one, the clay, is more 
real than the many, which it identifies with name and 
form only. We find the same idea again in Brih. 
1 . G. 3 : ‘‘This immortal entity is covered by truth (the 

D 
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five elements) : The vital force is the immortal entity, 
and name and form are truth; (so) this vital force is 
covered by them.” Name and form, i,e, the world 
we experience, are called truth, but Brahman is 
distinguished from them by saying that It is immortal 
— Its reality is of a different grade from the reality 
of that which is called truth. And as the reality of 
this world is of a lesser grade or illusory as compared 
with that of Brahman, It can be the cause of such an 
illusory world of manifoldness without undergoing 
any change in Itself; for an illusory manifoldness can 
exist in It without in any way affecting Its immutabil- 
ity, like a snake in a rope or the manifold dream 
world in the dreaming self, as the Sutrakara exempli- 
fies in 2. 1. 28, which brings us to the conclusion that 
this world is a Vivarta of the non-dual Brahman, as 
Sankara says. 

Coming to the interpretation of Sutras 27-30, 
Sankara connects ‘‘or as before” in Sutra 29 with 
what immediately precedes in Sutras 25-20 and so it 
is happy. Ramanuja connects it with Sutra 2. 3. 43 
and so it is not so apt. Nimbarka^s explanation is 
still far-fetched; for while Ramanuja refers for the 
Siddhanta only to a previous Sutra, Nimbarka refers 
for an objection as well as a decision to Sutras in 2.1. 
His interpretation of the whole topic thus appears to 
be much stretched. 

That Sankara has followed the Sutrakara faith- 
fully in his interpretation of Sutras 11-30 will be 
clearer if we just try to see the reason why the latter 
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treats of dream and deep sleep in this section which 
deals with the nature of Brahman. Sankara at the 
beginning of Chapter III, Section 1, says that the 
transmigration of the soul is taught in order to 
generate a spirit of Vairagya (dispassion). 

Sutras 1-iO of Section *2 treat of the souPs states 
of dream and dreamless sleep. According to Sankara 
the very fact that the dream world does not fulfil 
the conditions of the time and space factors as in 
the waking state, shows that the dream world is 
illusory and therefore a creation of the soul and not 
of the Lord. From this he shows that the real nature 
of the Jiva is self-luminous and beyond all these 
states. Thus Sutras 1-10 elucidate the real nature of 
the ^Thou’ in ‘‘Thou art That.” Sutras 11-21 give 
the nature of ‘That’ and Sutras 22-30 identify the 
two. Thus the place of Sutras 1-10 in this section is 
very significant. Ramanuja and Nimbarka say that 
the creation of the dream world belongs to the Lord 
and not to the soul. If it were so, it should be as 
real as this world. Granting that it is the Lord’s 
creation, of what significance is this subject in a 
section that deals with the nature of Brahman? It 
would have been apt in 2.3 where creation is taught. 
If it be to create a spirit of Vairagya, as Ramanuja 
says at the beginning of Chapter III, then it ought to 
have been included in Section 1 which treats of the 
soul’s transmigration with the same object, and thus 
be separated from Section 2 where it is out of place. 
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The above analysis of Sutras 3. 2. 1-30 shows that 
Sankara has rightly grasped the spirit of Bad ar ay ana, 
while Ramanuja and Nimbarka have sadly missed it. 

A twofold knowledge of Brahman established: 

Finally, let us consider Sutras 4. 2. 12-14 and 
Sutras 4.4. 1-7. The former set of Sutras as they 
stand are interpreted better by Ramanuja and 
Nimbarka than by Sankara. According to Sankara 
they run as follows: If it be said (that the Pranas 
of a knower of Brahman do not depart), on account 
of the Sruti denying it (we say) not so, for the Sruti 
(Madhyandina recension of the text) denies the 
departure of the Pranas from the soul and not from 
the body (12). For the denial is clear in the texts 
of some schools (13). So in Sutra 12 the Siddhanta 
view is first expressed on the basis of Brih. 4. 4. 6, 
Kanva recension, and the objection against this is 
raised by the opponent in the second half of the 
Sutra, basing his argument on the MMhyandina 
recension of the text, which is answered again in 
Sutra 13 by Brih. 3. 2. 11, Kanva recension. By such 
an interpretation the significance of ‘some schools’ is 
lost, for it ought to have referred to some text of the 
Madhyandina school and not of the same Kanva 
school on which the Siddhanta is based in Sutra 12. 

Ramanuja and Nimbarka on the other hand read 
these Sutras as one, which runs as follows: “If it 
be said that the Pranas of a knower of Brahman do 
not depart on account of the denial by the Sruti text 
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(Brih. 4. 4. 6, Kanva), we <leny it ; for the Sruti says 
that they do not depart from the soul (t.e. they 
accompany the soul) and i.;/is is clear according 
to some, viz, the Madhyandina recension of Brih. 
4. 4. 6.” We cannot but say that this is more happy, 
as the force of ‘some school’ and the word ‘hi’ 
(because) in the Sutra are well brought out. 

Though the interpretation according to the letter 
of the Sutra forces us to side with Ramanuja and 
Nimbarka, yet if we consider the Sruti text, inz, Brih. 
4. 4. 6, on which the discussion is based and also the 
arrangement of the Sutras in this Section 2 up to 
Sutra 16, we find that Sankara is more reasonable 
than the other two and it looks as though the Sutra- 
kara himself had made a slip, though he meant other- 
wise. Brih. 4. 4. 6 says in the first half of the text 
how one who is attached transmigrates, and concludes 
the first half by saying, “Thus does the man who 
desires transmigrate.” The second half speaks of the 
man without desires and says, “Of him who is with- 
out desires . . . and to whom all objects of desire are 
but the Self — the organs do not depart. Being but 
Brahman, he is merged in Brahman.” Here it is 
quite clear that the Sruti contrasts the two cases of 
one who is attached and one who is not attached and 
so does not transmigrate but is merged in Brahman. 
Now it is well known both from the scriptures and 
the Vedanta-Sutras itself that a transmigrating soul 
at the time, of death goes out with the organs, and so 
when in contrast to this it is said, “His organs do not 
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depart/^ it is quite clear that the denial of departure 
of the Pranas is from*,the body as in the case of one 
who is attached, ancyji jnsequently the expression 
‘from him’ in the Madhyandina recension even ought 
to mean the body and not the soul. 

From what has been stated above we find Sankara 
more reasonable and consistent and therefore we can 
safely say that his interpretation of Sutras 12-14 as 
establishing a twofold knowledge is after Badara- 
y ana’s view, though according to the wording of 
the Sutras it is not so happy. This sort of inter- 
pretation of the Sutrakaras is not without its 
precedent, as we find XJpavarsha and Sahara doing 
the same in their commentaries on the Purva 
Mimamsa-Sutras. 

We now come to the last section of the work 
where the state of the released soul is described. 
Sutras 1-3 describe that on the attainment of Know- 
ledge the soul manifests itself in its own nature. 
Sutra 4 says that it attains non-distinction with 
Brahman. The question as to what the nature of 
that state is naturally arises after this and Sutras 5-7 
attempt a description. The views of Jaimini and 
Audulomi are given and finally in Sutra 7 
Badarayana says that both these views are true, for 
they are not contradictory. The question is, whether 
the views of Jaimini and Audulomi are true of the 
released soul in succession or simultaneously. Bada- 
ray ana’s decision is that they are true at one and 
the same time according as the subject is viewed 
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from the relative or transcendental standpoint. 
Sankara makes this clear in! his Bh&shya. His critioa 
find fault with him here. They say that he is obliged 
in this Sutra to ascribe to the truly released soul 
qualities which clearly cannot belong to it, since for 
sucli a soul no Vyavahara exists. They say thereby 
that his interpretation is not faithful. Such a criticism 
shows that they have failed to understand what 
Sankara means here. He does not say that the 
released soul is conscious of itself as possessing all 
the qualities described by Jaimini, but that we who 
are in bondage are obliged in describing the state of 
such a soul to have recourse to such a description. 
In reality the soul when released exists as Pure 
Intelligence, but as Pure Intelligence is beyond our 
conception, we in our ignorance view it as identified 
with Iswara, for that is the highest reading of Pure 
Intelligence or the Nirguna Brahman that we can 
possibly conceive. Certainly there exists no Vyava- 
hara at all for the released soul, which is free from 
ignorance; but it exists for us who are in ignorance 
and Jaimini’s description of the state of a released 
soul is our description of it. Iswara’s possession of 
powers is not like that of an ordinary Jiva which 
being ‘ subject to Nescience thinks of itself as an 
experiencer, an agent, and so on. He is beyond all 
taint and therefore not subject to Nescience, and 
consequently does not think of Himself as possessing 
all these lordly powers ; but these powers exist in 
Him, because we in our ignorance ascribe them 
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to Him. Even so are tliese lordly powers ascribed 
to the released soul by us and it is regarded as 
identical or having attained non-distinction with 
Iswara. This is the full import of Sutra 7 both 
according to Badarayana and Sankara. So till all 
souls are released, the state of the released partakes 
'^of a twofold characteristic according to the view- 
point from which it is described — transcendental or 
relative, even as Brahman has a twofold characteristic 
of which one is illusory or read from the relative 
standpoint {vide 3. 2. 11-21). This attainment of 
lordly powers by souls on identification with Iswara 
is not the same as the attainment of such powers 
by the knowers of the Saguna Brahman who go to 
Brahmaloka, for it is made clear in 4. 4. 17 that their 
lordly powers do not include the power of creation 
etc., but only power to create objects of enjoyments 
at will (4. 4. 8), while this power is not negated in the 
case of souls which get identified with Iswara accord- 
ing to Sutra 4. 4. 5 and 7. 

That the Sutraiara makes a distinction between 
the attainment of Liberation by the knowledge of the 
Nirguna Brahman and that by the knowledge of the 
Saguna Brahman, is clear from Sutra 4. 1. 19, where 
he makes no reference to any going forth in the case 
of a Jivanmukta, but simply says that on the exhaus- 
tion of the Prarabdha Karma he attains Brahman and 
this is also in keeping with texts like Brih. 4. 4. 6 
and especially Chh. 9. 14. 2 where it is clearly stated 
that his merging in Brahman is delayed just as 
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long as the body lasts. But going to Brahmaloka 
by ‘‘the path of tne gods” is also a kind of Liberation, 
for from there the soul does not return to this mortal 
world, but gets merged in Brahman at the end of 
the cycle together with Brahma, as stated in Sutra 
4. 8. 10. As the author is concerned in this section, 
with the result of Upasanas, xnz. Liberation, he 
describes the result of the knowledge of the Nirgun?. 
Brahman in Sutras 1-7 and from 8-22 the result of 
the knowledge of the Saguna Brahman. If, as accord- 
ing to Ramanuja and Nimbarka, there is no such 
distinction at all, but the description is of one kind 
of Liberation only, then when it is said in Sutra 
4. 4. 5 that the released soul attains a nature like 
that of Brahman, there is no further necessity of 
saying that it can create at will all objects of enjoy- 
ment. Moreover, if being free from sin, old age etc. 
(Chh. 8. 1. 5) are qualities of the soul as well as of the 
Lord, then they will cease to be the defining 
characteristic of the Lord. In this case the objection 
raised in the first part of Sutra 1. 3. 19 will not be 
answered by the second half of the Sutra. The Sutra 
runs as follows: “If it be said that from the sub- 
sequent texts which refer to the Jiva ‘small Akasa’ 
means the Jiva, we say that the reference to the soul 
is in so far as its real nature is made manifest (i.e, 
as non-different from Brahman).” In the previous 
Sutra it was established that the ‘small Akasa’ in 
Chh. 8. 1. 1 is Brahman and not the Jiva, in spite 
of the reference to the Jiva in Chh. 8. 3. 4, for ‘free 
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from eviP etc. which are said to be qualities of the 
‘small Akasa’ are not true of the soul. At the end 
of his commentary on Sutra 18, Sankara says that 
Sutra 20 will make it clear why the individual soul 
is referred to in Chh. 8. 3. 4. In Sutra 19 cited 
above a fresh objection is raised that subsequent 
texts also refer to the Jiva {vide Chh. 8. 7-11 in 
which the waking, dream, and deep sleep state of the 
soul are described) and therefore ‘small Akasa’ means 
Jiva. The second half answers it by saying that the 
reference to the Jiva is in so far as its real nature 
is made manifest (vide Chh. 8. 12. 3). The reference 
to the individual soul in Chh. 8. 3. 4 is to show that 
in reality it is beyond the three states of waking, 
dream, and deep sleep and non-different from 
Brahman. If under the circumstances ‘free from sin’ 
etc. are its qualities even as different from Brahman, 
as Ramanuja says, then ‘small Akasa’ cannot be 
established to be Brahman against the objection 
raised in Sutra 1. 3. 19. Moreover, in Sutra 1. 3. 20 
(according to him 19) the explanation given by him 
for the reference to the Jiva in Chh. 8. 3. 4 is not 
at all satisfactory. He says, “This reference to the 
Jiva serves the purpose of giving instruction not 
about the Jiva, but about the nature of that which 
is the cause of the qualities of the individual soul, 
i.e. qualities specially belonging to the Lord. The 
reason is that such information about the released 
soul helps the doctrine with respect to ‘small Akasa’. 
The individual soul which wants to attain Brahman 
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must also know its true nature, so that it as being 
endowed with auspicious qualities will finally arrive 
at the intuition of the Lord who is a mass of auspi- 
cious qualities raised to the highest excellence/’ But 
according to Sankara we have seen that its reference 
is to identify the two — ^the released soul and the 
Lord. It is quite apparent that between the two 
explanations Ramanuja’s falls to the ground. Such 
an argument does not at all fit in as an explanation 
for the reference to the released soul in Chh. 8. 8. 4 
and is against the spirit of the teaching of the whole 
of chapter 8 of the Chhandogya. Sankara’s critics 
find fault with him taking into consideration only 
Sutra 1. 3. 19; but if they only try to understand 
the Sutrakara taking into consideration Sutras 18-20 
and the Sruti texts to which they refer, they will 
find that Sankara’s interpretation is by far the best. 

The defects that are shown in Ramanuja’s inter- 
pretation of Section 4 hold good in the case of 
Nirabarka also. 

Sankara^s interpretation justified by the Gita: 

Thus a comparative study of these three com- 
mentaries on the most important topics treated by 
Badarayana in his work establishes a strong case for 
Sankara’s interpretation of the Sutras. We find 
similar views also expressed in the Gita. And if, 
as has been shown at the beginning, the author of the 
Gita had a hand in the Sutras — and this fact is 
not questioned by Ramanuja and Nimbarka, for 
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according to them it is the same person Veda Vyasa — 
then it goes all the more to show that Sankara ^s 
interpretation is correct, for we cannot expect that 
the same author has expressed different views in the 
two works. We shall cite a few texts from the Gita 
which tally with Sankara’s interpretation of th 
Sutras. 

‘‘I shall describe that which has to be known, 
. . . the beginningless Supreme Brahman. It is 
called neither being nor non-being, . . . Without 
and within all beings. . . Impartible, yet It exists as 
if divided in beings” (13.12-lG) — these texts describe 
the attributelessness of Brahman. The text says 
that the one Immutable appears as if divided into 
many and not in reality. It Itself, therefore, is ‘‘the 
sustainer, generator, and devourer of all beings” 
(13. 16); also 7. 6 and 7. That Brahman has a two- 
fold nature, the Nirguna which is Its real nature and 
the Saguna which is the creation of Maya, is made 
clear by Arjuna’s question in 12. 1 and the Lord’s 
answer in 12. 2-5, ‘where He recognizes the Nirguna 
aspect, but says at the same time that those devoted 
to the Saguna aspect are better versed in Yoga, as 
devotion to it is easier and therefore best suited to 
Arjuna and the generality of mankind, even as He 
says in 5. 6 for the same reason that Karma Yoga is 
better than Jnana Yoga. 

The individual soul in its real nature is 
described in 2. 11-25. Specially verses 16-18 say that 
it is real, all -pervading, changeless, immutable, 
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indestructible and illimitable, while verse 24 again 
says it is all-pervading. Again 6. 31 establishes 
the identity of the self and Brahman contained in 
the Vedic dictum, ‘‘That thou art,’’ verses 29 and 
30 having described the real nature of ‘thou’ and 
‘That’; while 13. 29-34 describe the real nature of 
the soul as identical with Brahman. But the soul 
in its state of bondage being deluded considers itself 
an agent and experience!, atomic and a part of the 
Lord. “The Gunas of Prakriti perform all action. 
With the understanding deludtd by egoism, man 
thinks, ‘I am the doer’ ” (3. 27). See also 14. 23 
and 15. 7. 

The doctrine of Maya is clearly referred to in 
the following texts: “Knowledge is enveloped in 
ignorance, hence do beings get deluded” (5. 15); 
“This world knows Me not, being deluded by the 
modifications of the Gunas. Verily this divine Maya 
of Mine is difficult to cross over . . . deprived of dis- 
crimination by Maya they follow the Asuric ways” 
(7. 13-16); “I am not manifest to all, being veiled 
by My Yogamaya” (7. 25); “The Lord dwells in 
the heart of all beings causing them to revolve by 
His Maya” (18. 61). Finally, though stress is laid 
on Bhakti in the Gita, nowhere does it say that 
Bhakti is superior to Knowledge. On the other hand 
we find Knowledge highly praised. “The fire of 
Knowledge burns all Karma to ashes. There exists 
nothing so purifying like Knowledge” (4. 37-38); 
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‘‘Supremely dear is the wise man to Me. I regard 
him as My very Self” (7. 17-18). 

Conclusion : 

In conclusion, we would like to state that from 
what all has been said above we do not mean to 
suggest that Sankara’s interpretation of the Sutras 
is the only true one. Rather our object has been 
to show that Sankara too, like the other great com- 
mentators, is justified in interpreting the Sutras in 
the way he has done. The fact is, Badarayana has 
systematized the philosophy of the Upanishads in 
his work, and like them his Sutras also are all-com- 
prehensive. The Upanishads, we must remember, do 
not teach throughout any particular doctrine. They 
contain various doctrines which are meant for people 
at different stages of spiritual evolution. They are 
not contradictory, but rather they are based on the 
principle of Adhikaribheda, as all are not capable 
of apprehending the same truth. The old idea of 
Arundhati-darasana-nyaya^ applies. Nearly every 
chapter in the Upanishad begins with dualistic teach- 
ing or Upasana and ends with a grand flourish of 
Advaita. God is first taught as a Being who is the 
creator of this universe, its preserver, and the de- 
struction to which everything goes at last. He is the 
one to be worshipped, the Ruler, and appears to be 
outside of nature. Next we find the same teacher 

’ The method of spotting the tiny star Arundhati with 
the help of bigger stars near it, calling them Arundhati. 
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teaching that God is not outside of nature, but imma- 
nent in nature And at last both ideas are discarded 
and it is taught that whatever is real is He; there is 
no difference. ‘‘Svetaketu, thou art That.’’ The 
immanent one is at last declared to be the same that 
is in the human soul.^ This fact is recognized by 
Badarayaiia too and so commentators make a mistake 
when they think that the Sutras propound only their 
doctrine and nothing else. 

This grand principle of Adhikaribheda is the 
foundation on which the teachings of the Upanishads, 
the Brahma-Sutras, and the Gita are based and that is 
the reason why they have been universally accepted 
by the Hindus of all classes and denominations. 
From this point of view we are inclined to think that 
of all the commentators Sankara has done the greatest 
justice to the Sutrakara by his twofold doctrine of 
the absolute and phenomenal reality. 


' Complete Works of Swarai Vivekananda, Vol. III. 
pp. 281, 397, and 398. 
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ADHYASA OR SUPERIMPOSITION 

The whole of Sankara’s philosophy may be 
summed up as follows : iw ^ i — 

The Brahman of the Uparishads is the only Reality, 
and everything else — ^this world of manifoldness — is 
unreal, is a mere appearance; the individual soul 
(Jiva) is identical with Brahman, the One without a 
second, which the scriptures define as Existence- 
Knowledge-Bliss Absolute. ‘‘Brahman is Existence, 
Knowledge, Infinity'’ (Taitt. 2.1); “Brahman is 
Knowledge, Bliss” (Brih. 8.9,28). This identity of 
the Jiva and Brahman is clearly stated by the scrip- 
tures in texts like : “Thou art That, O Svetaketu” 
(Chh. 6.8.7), “I am Brahman” (Brih. 1-4-10), and 
“The Self alone is to be meditated upon” (Brih. 
1.4.7). 

The question then naturally arises : If Truth 
is one, whence arises this many which we experience 
through the senses ? Truth cannot contradict 
experience. So Sankara had to explain this apparent 
contradiction between Truth and our everyday 
experience. He says that this plurality is an illusion 
(Maya). It has no reality, for it disappears when 
the knowledge of the true natmre of Brahman is 
realized. It is just like seeing a snake in a rope m 
the dark. This wrong perception is brought about 
by ignorance (Avidya), which is beginningless. It 
is this ignorance which is the cause of all this duality, 
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Brahman being mistaken for the world. On account 
of this ignorance the individual soul identifies 
itself with its adjuncts (XJpadhis) viz. the body, 
senses, etc., which are only superimposed on it. This 
identification makes the soul think that it is the doer, 
enjoyer, etc. — though the truth is that it is none of 
these — and thereby it comes under the sway of birth, 
death, happiness, misery, etc., in short, becomes 
bound down to this world (Samsara). 

When Sankara says that the world is false, he 
does not mean that it is absolutely nothing, but that 
our experience is liable to be stultified by means of 
knowledge of things as they are. The world has a 
relative existence; it is true for the time being, bnt 
disappears when true knowledge dawns. It is not 
real for all times, in other words, it is not real from 
the absolute standpoint. Maya or ignorance is not 
a real entity. We can neither say that it exists nor 
that it does not exist. It is a mystery which is 
beyond our understanding; it is unspeakable (Anir- 
vachaniya). As Maya is not real, it cannot be related 
to Brahman, the Reality, in any way whatsoever; 
for any relation between truth and falsehood is 
impossible. The relation is only apparent, and there- 
fore Brahman is in no way affected by this illusion 
which is superimposed upon It, even as the rope is 
not affected by the snake that is assumed to exist 
in it. 

Therefore the only way to liberation from this 
worldly existence (Samsara) is to get rid of this 
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wrong notion through the real knowledge of Brahman. 
Just as in the case of the rope and the snake, it is 
the knowledge of the rope alone that removes the 
illusion of the snake and nothing else, so also it is 
the knowledge of Brahman alone that brings about 
the cessation of this relative existence (Samsara). 
‘^A man who knows It alone truly, passes beyond 
death; there is no o' her path to go by’’ (Svet. 3.8); 

comes not to death who sees that One.” 
Pilgrimages, austerities, worship and charity — these 
by themselves, without Knowledge, cannot help us 
to attain Liberation. Their utility lies only in 
purifying our mind (Chittasuddhi), cleansing it of 
all worldliness, and thus making it fit to comprehend 
the Truth. When Brahman is realized this phenom- 
enal world disappears automatically, without any 
further effort on the part of the individual. 
Knowledge of Brahman being thus the only way 
to Liberation, an inquiry into Brahman through the 
study of the Brahma-Sutras is absolutely necessary. 

Sankara’s explanation of the world as an illusion 
has given his philosophy the name of MayavMa or 
Anirvachaniya KhyativMa, It is also known as 
Vivartavada, the doctrine of the apparent modifica- 
tion of Brahman into this phenomenal world, as 
opposed to Parinamavada or the doctrine of the 
actual modification of Brahman into this phenomenal 
world, as held by some other schools of Vedanta like 
the Visishtadvaitavada of Ramanuja. 

Sankara anticipated that this method of explain- 
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ing the phenomenal world would raise a protest from 
the various other schools of his time. So at the 
beginning of his commentary on the Brahma-Sutras, 
he writes a masterly introduction, which is well 
known as the Adhyasa Bhashya or the section dealing 
with superimposition, wherein he establishes super- 
imposition as a statement of fact and not a mere 
hypothesis. He starts with the objections that can 
possibly be raised against his theory of super- 
imposition and then refutes them. He says : It is 
well known that the subject and the object, which 
have for their spheres or contents the notions of 
*1^ and ^Thou^ respectively, and which are opposed 
to each other as darkness and light, cannot be 
identified. Hence their attributes also cannot be 
identified. Consequently the superimposition of the 
object and its attributes on the subject, whose 
essence is pure intelligence, and vice versa^ ought to 
he a logical impossibility. 

If the world phenomena are a case of super- 
imposition, like the snake in the rope, then which 
is superimposed on which ? Is the world super- 
imposed on Brahman, or is it the reverse? In the 
latter case, the world, which is the substratum, like 
the rope in the example, would be a reality. If it 
is the other way — ^the world on Brahman — it is not 
possible, for Brahman is not an object which can be 
perceived by the senses like the rope. A thing 
becomes an object when it is limited by time, space, 
and causation. Since Brahman is unlimited, It is 
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beyond these, acd so cannot be an object of per- 
ception; as such It cannot be the substratum of a 
superimposition. Brahman is also the inner Self of 
everyone and therefore can never be separate and 
in front of a person like a rope, when alone the world 
can be surimposed on It. 

Neither can Brahman be both subject and object 
of the thinking process, for one and the same being 
cannot both be the agent and the object of its activity 
at the same time. An object is that on which is 
concentrated the activity of the agent, and hence it 
must be different from the agent. If, again. 
Brahman is manifested by some other knowledge and 
thus becomes an object, It ceases to be self-luminous 
and becomes limited, and this the scriptures do not 
accept. Further, in all cases of superimposition there 
is an antecedent real knowledge of the object which 
is superimposed, as of the snake in the example. So 
to superimpose the world on Brahman a real knowl- 
edge of the world is necessary, and this would make 
the world a reality, with the result that the cessation 
of the world phenomena would be an impossibility 
and Liberation would be impossible. Thus in what- 
ever way we may try to establish the theory of 
superimposition, we are not able to do so. 

Yet, says Sankara, it is natural (a self-evident 
fact) on the part of man, because of ignorance, not 
to distinguish between the two entities (the subject 
and the object), which are quite contradictory, and 
to superimpose the one on the other, and their 
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attributes as well, and thus mixing up the real and 
the unreal to use such phrases as “That is I”, or 
“This is mine”. The Self again is not altogether a 
non-object, for it is the object of the notion of the 
Ego. The Self does not entirely elude our grasp. 
Though the inner Self is not an object and is also 
without parts, yet owing to ignorance, which is 
unspeakable and without a beginning, attributes like 
mind, body, senses, etc., which are products of 
ignorance, are superimposed on the Self, and it 
behaves as if it were an agent, enjoyer, possessed 
of parts, and many — although in truth it is none of 
these — and thus becomes an object. The real Self 
can never be an object of knowledge. Self- 
consciousness is possible only with respect to a Self 
already qualified by these adjuncts (Upadhis). This 
sounds like an argument in a circle; for to establish 
superimposition we have to accept the Self to be an 
object, and the Self can be an object only through 
the superimposition of adjuncts (Upadhis) ; it is 
actually not so. It is a case like the seed and the 
tree. The seed gives rise to the tree, which again 
produces the seed, the cause of the future tree, and 
so on. So in this series of illusions without a 
beginning, the Self, which is the substratum of the 
present superimposition, is an object on account of 
a past superimposition, and that one had for its 
substratum the Self, which had become an object 
of a still earlier superimposition, and so on ad 
infinitum. The pure Self without the limiting 
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adjuncts is never the substratum of a super- 
imposition. It is the difference in the limiting 
adjuncts, as shown above, that makes it possible 
for the Self to be at the same time an agent and 
the object of action. 

Superimposition, again, is due to ignorance 
and hence it is not necessary that the knowledge of 
the object superimposed must be a real knowledge. 
It is enough if we have a knowledge; it need not 
necessarily be real; it can itself be another illusory 
knowledge. That the Self exists is proved by the 
intuitive knowledge we have of it. This is weH 
known and but for it nothing would have been 
cognized in this world. ‘‘He shining, everything else 
shines’’ (Kath. 2.2.15). We know things in and 
through it; no consciousness or experience is possible 
independently of it. Everyone is conscious of his 
own Self, for no one thinks, “I am not”. Nor, again, 
is it necessary that the object to be a substratum 
of a superimposition should be before us, for we see 
that Akasa (sky), which is not visible to the senses, 
becomes a substratum for superimpositions by the 
ignorant, who impute blueness, spherical shape, etc., 
to it in such expressions as, “The sky is blue”, and 
^‘It is spherical”. Thus superimposition is an 
established fact. 

But then direct perception, which is the best of 
all proofs — since it is the basis of all other means 
of knowledge like inference etc. — affirms this world 
of manifoldness. How can the scriptures that deny it 
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carry conviction as against direct experience? They 
cannot. Hence scriptural texts that deny the many 
and uphold unity will have to be interpreted in a 
manner so as not to contradict our experience. This 
view cannot stand. For the scriptures (Srutis) are 
impersonal, eternal, self-luminous, and so on. Their 
validity is direct and self-evident and therefore 
infallible. They constitute by themselves an inde- 
pendent source of knowledge. Hence they too are 
to be accepted as authoritative. The fact is that 
each evidence of knowledge has its own sphere 
wherein it is absolutely authoritative. Perception 
has its supreme validity in knowledge through the 
senses. There a hundred texts cannot prevail against 
it. The scriptures (Srutis) on the other hand have 
their absolute authority in a province where per- 
ception cannot be of any avail. Their province is 
transcendental knowledge, which cannot be attained 
in any other way. Here revelation, which does not 
depend on other sources of knowledge, is the final 
authority, and not perception or even reason. The 
scriptures do not deny the empirical validity of 
perception; they deny only its absolute or transcen- 
dental validity. 

Superimposition Defined 

Superimposition, says Sankara, is the apparent 
presentation to consciousness, by way of remem- 
brance, of something previously observed in some 
other thing. It is an apparent presentation, that is 
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knowledge whirh is subsequently falsified; in other 
words, it is illusory knowledge. According to 
Vachaspati Misra this is the fundamental character- 
istic of superimposition, and the rest of the definition 
only differentiates it from those given by other 
schools of philosophy. But the author of the com- 
mentary Ratnaprahlid takes apparent presentation in 
some other thin^ as the characteristic mark of super- 
imposition, and this seems to be more in keeping with 
Sankara, who says in his commentary : ^'^But all 
these definitions agree in so far as they represent 
superimposition as the apparent presentation of the 
attributes of one thing in another thing.’’ 

As it is impossible to have illusory knowledge 
without the mixing up of two things, we find the 
words something previtmsly observed in the definition. 
These words, together with the words apparent pre- 
sentation, make it clear that the thing superimposed 
is not the real object seen some time before, but 
something like it. A mere experience, and not the 
reality, is what is necessary ; hence the word 
observed. The experience should not be a present 
one, but a past one, and that is the significance of 
the word previously. So the thing superimposed is 
a false or unreal thing. But the thing on which it 
is superimposed is a real thing. The words by way 
of remembrance excludes all cases of recognition 
where the object previously observed again presents 
itself to our senses, as when a person seen at 
a particular place is again seen at another place. In 
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remembrance the object previously observed is not 
in renewed contact with the senses. It is mere 
remembrance that operates in the case of super- 
imposition. 

This definition of superimposition meets an 
objection of the Mimamsakas, who say that an unreal 
thing cannot be an object of experience. According 
to them all knowledge is real ; there can be nothing 
like false knowledge. They uphold the intrinsic 
validity of all knowledge, for every knowledge 
produces a sense of certainty in us and we have no 
doubt about it at the time. If it were otherwise, 
then we should always be in doubt and never arrive 
at any certainty. So every knowledge is true for 
the time being, though subsequent experience may 
prove that it was wrong, as in the case of an illusion. 
But from the definition of superimposition given 
by Sankara we find that because a particular thing 
is experienced it does not for that very reason become 
real. A thing may be unreal and at the same time 
may be experienced. Otherwise the water in a 
mirage would be a reality, which in fact we know 
it is not. 

The Prabhakara school of Mimamsakas raise a 
fresh objection. How can the world be unreal or 
non-existent.^ Non-existence is not a category by 
itself ; it can be conceived only in relation to a real 
object. We speak of non-existence when one real 
object is predicated in terms of another real object. 
When we think of a pot in terms of a cloth, we say 
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the negation 0 / the cloth is the pot. That is all that 
it' meant by non-existence ; apart from this, it has no 
reality. An unreal object can never be the object 
of our experience. So this world, if it were unreal, 
could never be the object of our experience. 

Applying this argument in the case of a mirage, 
we find that the n ality, the sun’s rays refracted by 
layers of air, is, according to the Miiramsakas, 
nothing but the negation of water, and it is therefore 
self-evident that the phenomenon we experience 
cannot be water. Neither can they say that the 
water in the mirage is not real, since it is experienced. 
So the water in the mirage is neither real nor unreal, 
nor can it be both at the same time. Therefore we 
have to accept the phenomenon as something beyond 
our comprehension (Anirvachaniya), which is exactly 
the view of Sankara. 

Sankara says that the nature of objects is two- 
fold, real and unreal. The first manifests by its 
very nature, depending on the object itself ; the 
second, the unreal appearance, depends on some 
other thing for its manifestation. In a mirage the 
rays of the sun are a reality, but their appearance 
as water is unreal and depends on something else, 
the impressions (Samskaras) produced by seeing 
water elsewhere before. That which is real always 
continues to be so, but the unreal is ever changing. 
Brahman, the Reality, remains unchanged ; but Maya 
and its products, which are assumed to exist in 
Brahman, are unreal and therefore everchanging, yet 



14 > 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[Adhyisa 


experienced by us. The world phenomena are neither 
real nor unreal, nor both ; they are unspeakable 
( Anirvachaniy a) . 

Definition of Superimposition According to 
Other Schools 

The four schools of philosophy in Buddhism 
define superimposition as ^Hhe superimposition of 
the attributes of one thing on another’\ They main- 
tain that in superimposition forms of cognition, or 
modes of the internal organ in the form of the 
object, are superimposed on an external object which 
itself may be real or illusory. The Prabhakaras 
refute this definition, for according to the Buddhists 
there is no separate entity called the Self apart from 
consciousness (Vijnana), The Self is but a form of 
consciousness. If in an illusion, where a rope is 
taken for a snake, the snake also be a form of 
cognition, then our experience ought to be of the 
kind, am a snake’^ or ‘‘My snake”, and not as 
“This is a snake”. Therefore Prabhakaras define 
superimposition as “an error arising from the non- 
perception of the difference of that which is super- 
imposed from that on which it is superimposed”. 
There is no positive wrong or illusory knowledge, 
but a mere non-perception of the difference between 
two real experiences, one of which is a past 
experience. Where a mother-of-pearl is taken for 
silver, the difference between the mother-of-pearl 
seen at the moment and the silver remembered is not 
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perceived. Nviiy5,yikas refute this definition on the 
ground that mere non-perception of the difference 
cannot induce us to action. But as a matter of fact 
we are tempted to possess the silver seen in a mother- 
of-pearl. Where there is no positive knowledge, as, 
for example, in profound sleep (Sushupti), there is no 
activity. It is positive knowledge that is responsible 
for our activity, as we find from our experience in 
the dream and waking states. Nor can a mere 
remembrance induce us to action. So in illusion we 
are conscious of silver as a reality present before us, 
and not as a mere remembrance. 

The Naiyayikas therefore define superimposition 
as “the fictitious assumption of attributes (like those 
of silver) contrary to the nature of the thing (e.g. 
the mother-of-pearl) on which something else (silver) 
is superimposed’ ^ An identity is estabhshed be- 
tween the object present before us (the mother-of- 
pearl) and the silver remembered, which is not here 
and now, but imagined, and which exists as a reality 
somewhere else. The person is not conscious that 
it is only a memory of silver, and not an actuality. 
This identity between the silver seen elsewhere and 
the mother-of-pearl is what gives rise to the illusion. 
There is thus a positive factor in this experience, 
which is not the case in the Prabhakaras’ definition. 
Yet it may be questioned how the silver which exists 
elsewhere can be in contact with the senses, which 
is essential if the silver is to be experienced as an 
actuality in front of us and not a mere memory. 
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If it be said that there is transcendental contact 
(Alaukika Jnanalakshana Sannikarsha) of the senses 
with it, then where fire is inferred from smoke we 
can say it is also a case of transcendental contact, 
and inference as a means to knowledge becomes 
unnecessary. Therefore we have to accept that in 
illusion an indescribable (Anirvachaniya) silver is 
produced, which is a reality for the time being. It 
is this silver which is directly perceived by the senses 
and gives rise to the knowledge, ‘‘This is silver’\ 
The silver that is seen in the mother-of-pearl is not 
present somewhere else, for in that case it could 
not have been experienced as here and now ; nor 
is it in the mind. Neither is it a mere nonentity, 
for then it could not have been an object of percep- 
tion; nor can it be inherent in the mother-of-pearl, 
for in that case it could not have been sublated 
afterwards. So we are forced to say that the silver 
has no real existence anywhere, but has only an 
apparent reality for the time being which is 
unspeakable. 

This superimposition is called ignorance (Avidya), 
metaphorically, the effect being put for the cause. 
Ignorance does not mean want of knowledge, but 
that kind of knowledge which is stultified later on 
by the knowledge of things as they are. Its counter- 
part is called knowledge (Vidya). When the Self 
is discriminated from its limiting adjuncts through 
vedantic discipline and practice (Sadhana), viz. 
hearing of scriptural texts, reflection, and meditation 
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on them, then knowledge dawns, which destroys this 
superimposition. A mere intellectual knowledge is 
however not meant here, but actual realization. 
Since through this superimposition the two objects 
are not in the least affected by the good or bad 
qualities of each other, once true knowledge dawns, 
it roots out ignorance witti all its effects, leaving no 
chance of^. its cropping up again. The recrudescence 
would have been possible if owing to the super- 
imposition the Se^f was in any way contaminated by 
the non-Self and its properties. 

This superimposition (Adhyasa) due to ignor- 
ance is the presumption on which are based the 
distinctions among the meani, of knowledge, objects 
of knowledge, and knowing persons, in our career of 
daily activity, and so are also based all scriptural 
texts, whether they refer to rituals (Karma) or know- 
ledge (Jnana). All our experience starts in this error 
which identifies the Self with the body, senses, etc. 
All cognitive acts presuppose this kind of false 
identification, for without it the pure Self can never 
be a knower, and without a knowing personality, the 
means of right knowledge cannot operate. There- 
fore the means of right knowledge and the scriptural 
texts belong to the sphere of ignorance (Avidya).. 
They are meant only for one who is still under ignor- 
ance and has not realized the Self. They are vali^l 
only so long as the ultimate Truth is not realized;: 
they have just a relative value. But from the stand- 
point of the ultimate Truth, our so-called Imowledge 
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is all Avidya or no knowledge at all. In the pheno- 
menal world, however, they are quite valid and are 
capable of producing empirical knowledge. 

That our knowledge (empirical) is no knowledge 
at all is furtlier proved by the fact that we do not 
differ from animals in the matter of cognition. Just 
as a cow runs away when she sees a man with a 
raised stick in his hand, while she approaches one 
with a handful of green grass, so also do men, who 
possess higher intelligence, walk away from wicked 
persons shouting with drawn swords, while they 
approach those of an opposite nature. The behaviour 
of animals in cognition etc., is well known to be 
based on ignorance. Therefore it can be inferred 
that man’s conduct in the matter of cognition etc., 
so long as they are under delusion, is also similarly 
based. 

It may seem rather strange to say that even 
the scriptures belong to the field of ignorance 
(Avidya) ; for though in ordinary matters of cognition 
etc. we may resemble animals and act through 
ignorance, yet in matters religious, such as the per- 
formance of sacrifices, the person who engages himself 
in them has the knowledge that the self is separate 
from the body, since otherwise he cannot expect to 
enjoy the fruits of his ritualistic acts in heaven, the 
body being destroyed at death. But we forget that 
though a person who engages himself in ritualistic 
acts may have a knowledge of the Self as distinct 
from the body, yet it is not necessary that he should 
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have a knowledge of the real nature of the Self as 
given by the Vedanta texts; rather such knowledge 
is destructive to him. For how can a person who 
knows the Self to be not an enjoyer, agent, and so 
forth undertake any sacrifice enjoined by the 
scriptures? Scriptural texts like. Brahmana 

should perform a sacrifice/’ are operative only on 
the supposition that attributes such as caste, stage 
of life, age, and circumstances are superimposed on 
the Self, which is none of these. Not only is 
ritualism (Karmakanda) meant for persons under 
ignorance (Avidya), but even so is the Vedanta ; for 
without the distinction of the means of knovdedge, 
objects of knowledge, and knower it is not possible 
to comprehend the meaning of the Vedanta texts. 
A person who is conscious of these distinctions is 
under the sway of ignorance (Avidya), being in the 
world of duality. But there is a difference between 
Vedanta and ritualism. While the latter has for its 
goal that which is within the sphere of ignorance, 
like enjoyment in heaven etc., the former helps one 
to realize his true nature, which destroys all 
ignorance. 

How can ignorance lead to knowledge ? Empiric- 
al knowledge can produce transcendental knowledge 
through its empirical validity. To put it in Sri 
B,amakrishna’s beautiful language, ‘‘When we run 
a thorn in our hand we take it out by means of 
another thorn and throw out both. So relative 
knowledge alone can remove that relative ignor- 
ance which blinds the eye of the Self. But such 
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knowledge and such ignorance are both alike included 
in Avidya ; hence the man who attains to the highest 
Knowledge (Jnana), the knowledge of the Absolute, 
does away in the end with both knowledge and 
ignorance, being free himself from all duality.” But 
before the dawning of real knowledge the authority 
of the Vedas stands unquestioned, for a knowledge 
that has not been realized cannot prevent a person 
from entering on ritualistic activities. It is only 
after realization that scriptural texts cease to be 
operative. But before that, ^‘Let the scriptures be 
thy authority in ascertaining what ought to be done 
and what ought not to be done. Having known 
what is said in the ordinance of the scriptures 
thou shouldst act here” (Gita 16.24). But when 
realization dawns, then, ^‘To the sage who has known 
the Self, all the Vedas are of so much use as a 
reservoir is when there is flood everywhere” (Gita 2. 
46). It is only for the knower of Brahman that they 
have no value, and not for others. 



CHAPTER I 
Section i 

To'^c 1 : The inquiry into Brahman and 
its pre-reqvisitcs, 

3?«JT?Tr 5r?l^T5lT II \ II 

^ Now therefore the inquiry (into 

the real nature) of Brahman- 

1. Now (after the attainment of the 
requisite spiritual qualities) therefore (as 
the results obtained by sacrifices etc,, are 
ephemeral, whereas the result of the 
knowledge of Brahman is eternal), the 
inquiry (into the real nature) of Brahman 
(which is beset with doubts owing to the 
conflicting views of various schools of 
philosophy, should be taken up). 

At the very beginning the utility of such an 
inquiry is questioned. 

Objection: Such an inquiry is not worth the 
trouble. An intelligent man generally does not enter 
into an inquiry about an object which is already 
known, or the knowledge of which does not serve 
any useful purpose. He is always guided by utility. 
Now Brahman is such an object. As Brahman pure 
and unconditioned, there is no doubt or indefiniteness 
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about It, for we have such definitions as, ^^Brahman 
is Truth, Knowledge, Infinity’’ (Taitt. 2.1). As 
identical with the Self (Atman) — which 'the Vedanta 
holds — also, there is no doubt about Brahman; for 
the Self is nothing but the object of the notion of 
‘I’, the empirical self which is well known to exist 
as something different from the body, senses, etc. 
Moreover, no one doubts his own existence. There 
is therefore no indefiniteness about Brahman, which 
would induce one to make an inquiry into It. The 
objection that this empirical self is a result of super- 
imposition (Adhyasa) of the non-Self on the Self 
and vice versa, and is therefore not the true Self, 
cannot be accepted, for such a superimposition 
between two absolutely contradictory objects is not 
possible. 

Again, the knowledge of this Self or Brahman 
which, as shown above, everyone possesses, cannot 
destroy the world phenomena and hejf^^bne to attain 
Liberation, for they have been existing together side 
by side all along from time immemorial. And as 
there is no other knowledge of the Self besides ‘Ego- 
consciousness’, which can be called the true knowledge 
of the Self, there is no chance of the world phenom- 
ena ever ceasing to exist. In other words, the 
world is a reality, and not something illusory. So 
the knowledge of Brahman serves no useful purpose 
such as the attainment of Liberation from relative 
existence (Samsara). For these reasons an inquiry 
into Brahman is not desirable. 
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AiiMer: An inquiry into Brahman Is desir- 
able, because there is some indefiniteness with respect 
to It, for we find various conflicting views concerning 
Its nature. Different schools of philosophy hold 
different views. Super imposition would have been 
an impossibility, and there would have been no 
indefiniteness about Brahman, if the empirical self 
had been the real Self, But it is not. The scrip- 
tures (Srutis) say that the Self is free from all 
limiting adjuncts and is infinite, all-blissful, all- 
knowing, One without a second, and so on. This 
the scriptures repeatedly inculcate, and as such it 
cannot be interpreted in any secondary or figurative 
sense. But the empirical self is felt as occupying 
definite space, as when we say, am in the room% 
as involved in manifold miseries, as ignorant, etc. 
How can this kind of notion be regarded as the true 
knowledge of the Self? To regard the Self, which 
is beyond limitation etc., as being limited etc., is 
itself an illusion, and hence superimposition is a self- 
evident fact. The result of the true knowledge of 
the Self leads to Liberation and so serves a very, 
very fruitful purpose. Therefore an inquiry about 
Brahman through an examination of the Vedanta 
texts dealing with It is worth while and should be 
undertaken. 

The word now in the Sutra is not used to 
introduce a new subject that is going to be taken up, 
in which * sense it is generally used in other places, as 
for example, in the beginning of the Yoga-Sutras or 
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the Piirva Mimamsa-Sutras. Neither is it used in 
any other sense, except that of immediate conse- 
cution, that is, it implies an antecedent, which 
existing, the inquiry about Brahman would be 
possible, and without which it would be impossible. 
This antecedent is neither the study of the Vedas, 
for it is a common requisite for Purva Mimamsa 
as well as Vedanta, nor the knowledge and per- 
formance of rituals prescribed by the Karmakanda, 
for these in no way help one who aspires after 
knowledge, but certain spiritual requisites. The 
spiritual requisites referred to are : (1) discrimina- 

tion between things permanent and transient, 
(2) renunciation of the enjoyment of fruits of action 
in this world and in the next, (8) the six treasures, 
as they are called, viz., not allowing the mind to 
externalize and checking the external instruments of 
the sense organs (Sama and Dama), not thinking of 
things of the senses (Uparati), ideal forbearance 
(Titiksha), constant practice to fix the mind in God 
(Samadhana), and faith (Sraddha) ; and (4) the 
intense desire to be free (Mumukshutvam). 

Topic 2: Definition of Brahman, 

m: ii ^ ii 

Origin etc. {i.e, sustenance and dissolution) 
^ of this (world) from which. 

2, (Brahman is that omniscient, 
omnipotent cause) from which proceed the 
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origin etc. (\e. sustenance and dissolu- 
tion) of this (world). 

In the previous Sutra it has been established 
that an inquiry into Brahman should be made as 
it helps Liberation. Knowledge of Brahman leads 
to Liberation. Nov: in order that we may attain 
this knowledge of Brahman, It must have some 
characteristics by which It can be known ; otherwise 
it is not possible to have such knowledge. The 
opponent holds that Brahman has no such character- 
istics by which It can be defined, and in the absence 
of a definition there can be no knowledge of 
Brahman, and consequently no Freedom. 

This Sutra refutes that objection and gives a 
definition of Brahman : ^‘That which is the cause 
of the world is Brahman” — where the imagined 
^ ‘cause of the world” is indicative of Brahman. 
This is called the Tatastha Lakshana, or that 
characteristic of a thing which is distinct from its 
nature and yet serves to make it known. In the 
definition given by this Sutra, the origin, sustenance, 
and dissolution are characteristics of the world and 
as such are in no way related to Brahman, which is 
eternal and changeless; yet these indicate Brahman, 
which is imagined to be the cause of the world, just 
as an imagined snake indicates the rope when we 
say, “that which is the snake is the rope”. 

The scriptures give another definition of 
Brahman which describes Its true nature : “Truth, 
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Knowledge, Infinity is Brahman.’’ This is called 
the Svarupa Lakshana, that which defines Brahman 
in Its true essence. These words, though they have 
different meanings in ordinary parlance, yet refer to 
the one indivisible Brahman, even as the words, 
father, son, brother, husband, etc., refer to one and 
the same person according to his relation with 
different individuals. 

It must not however be thought that the First 
Cause of the universe is arrived at by this Sutra 
through mere reasoning, inference, and other means 
of right knowledge usually valid in this sense world. 
Brahman cannot be so established independently of 
the scriptures (Sruti). Though from the effect, the 
world, we can infer that it must have a cause, we 
cannot establish with certainty what exactly is the 
nature of that cause. We cannot say that Brahman 
alone is the cause and nothing else, as Brahman is 
not an object of the senses. The relation of cause 
and effect can be ej^tablished where both the objects 
are perceived. Inference etc. may give only strong 
suggestions of Brahman’s being the First Cause of 
the world. A thing established by mere inference, 
however well thought out, is explained otherwise by 
greater intellects. Reasoning also is endless accord- 
ing to the intellectual capacity of people and there- 
fore cannot go far in the ascertainment of Truth. So 
the scriptures ought to be the basis of all reasoning. 
It is experience that carries weight, and the scriptures 
are authoritative because they are the records of 
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the experience of master minds that have come face 
to face with Reality (Aptavakya). That is why the 
scriptures are infallible. Hence in ascertaining the 
First Cause the scriptures alone are authority. 

The prime object of this Sutra, therefore, is not 
to establish Brahman through inference but to 
discuss scriptural passages which declare that 
Brahman is the First Cause — texts like • ‘‘That 
from which these beings are born, by which they 
live after birth and into which they enter at death — 
try to know That. That is Brahman” (Taitt. 3.1). 
The Sutra collects the Vedanta texts for the full com- 
prehension ol Brahman. Once the scriptures have 
declared Brahman to be the First Cause, reasoning 
etc. may be taken advantage of in so far as they 
do not contradict the scriptures, but rather supple- 
ment them, in ascertaining the sense of the Vedanta 
texts. Such reasoning must be corroborative of the 
truth inculcated. This kind of reasoning includes 
the hearing of the texts (Sravana), thinking about 
their meaning (Manana), and meditation on them 
(Nididhyasana). This leads to intuition. By 
intuition is meant that mental modification (Vritti) 
of the mind (Chitta) which destroys our ignorance 
about Brahman. When the ignorance is destroyed 
by this mental modification in the form of Brahman 
(Brahmakara Vritti), Brahman, which is self- 
luminous, reveals Itself. In ordinary perception 
when we cognize an object the mind (Chitta) takes 
the form of the external object, which destroys the 
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ignorance about it, and consciousness reflected in this 
modification of the mind manifests the object. In 
the case of Brahman, however, the mental modifica- 
tion destroys the ignorance, but Brahman, which is 
consciousness pure and simple, manifests Itself, being 
self-luminous. That is why the scriptures describe 
Brahman as ‘Not this’, ‘Not this’, thus removing 
the ignorance about it. Nowhere is Brahman des- 
cribed positively, as ‘It is this’, ‘It is this’. 

There is thus a" difference between an inquiry into 
Brahman and an inquiry into religious duty (Dharma 
Jijnasa). In the latter case, the scriptures alone 
are authority. Purva Mimamsa says that if you 
do such and such a thing, you will get such and such 
results. It is something yet to come and does not 
exist at the time. So no other proof is available 
regarding the truth of these statements except faith 
in them. But Vedanta speaks about Brahman, 
which is an already existing entity, and not dependent 
on human endeavour.' Therefore besides faith in the 
scriptural texts there are other means available to 
corroborate its statements. That is why there is 
room for reasoning etc. in Vedanta. 

Topic 3: Brahman cognisable only through the 
scriptures. 

The scripture being the means of right 

knowledge. 
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*^3. The scriptures (alone) being the 
means of right knowledge (with regard to 
Brahman, the proposition laid in Sutra 2 
becomes corroborated). 

This Sutra makes the idea expressed in Sutra 
2 clearer. If any doubt has been left regarding the 
fact that Brahman as the origin etc. of ^'he world 
is established by scriptural authority and not by 
inference etc. independently of it, this Sutra makes 
it clear that Srutis alone are proof about Brahman. 

Ohjeciion: Brahman is an already existing thing 
like a pot, and so It can be known by other means 
of right knowledge independently of the scriptures. 

Answer: Brahman has no form etc. and so can- 
not be cognized by direct perception. Again in the 
absence of inseparable characteristics, as smoke is of 
fire. It cannot be established by inference or analogy 
(Upamana). Therefore, It can be known only 
through the scriptures. The scriptures themselves 
say, ‘‘One who is ignorant of the scriptures cannot 
know that Brahman”. No doubt, as already referred 


* This Sutra can also be interpreted in another way. 
It has been said in Sutra 2 that Brahman, which is the 
cause of this manifold universe, must naturally be omnis- 
cient. This Sutra corroborates it. In that case it would 
read: “(The omniscience and omnipotence of Brahman 
follow from Its) being the source of the scriptures.” The 
scriptures declare that the Lord Himself breathed forth the 
Vedas. Sc* He who has produced these scriptures contain- 
ing such stupendous knowledge cannot but be omniscient 
and omnipotent. 
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to in the previous Sutra, these means of right know- 
ledge also have a scope, but it is only after Brahman 
is established by the scriptures — as supplementary 
to them and not independent of them. 

Topic 4* Brahman the main purport of all 
Veddnta texts, 

M II 

That g but because It is the main 

purport. 

4. But that (Brahman is to be known 
only from the scriptures and not independ- 
ently by any other means is established) 
because It is the main purport (of all 
Vedanta texts). 

Objection brj Purva Mimdmsakas : The Vedanta 
texts do not refer to Brahman. The Vedas cannot 
possibly aim at giving information regarding such 
self-established, already existing objects like 
Brahman, which can be known through other sources. 
They generally give information only about objects 
that cannot be known through other means of right 
knowledge, and about the means to attain such 
objects. Again Brahman, which is our own Self, can 
neither be desired nor shunned and as such cannot 
be an object of human effort. So a mere statement 
of fact about an existing object like Brahman, 
incapable of being desired or shunned and therefore 
useless, would make the scriptures purposeless. 
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Veaic passages have a meaning only in so far 
as they are related to some action. So the Vedanta 
texts, to hav^^ a meaning, must be so construed as to 
be connected with action (rituals), as supplementing 
them with some necessary information. The texts 
dealing with the individual soul in the Vedanta, 
therefore, refer to the agent ; those dealing with 
Brahman refer to the Deities ; and those dealing with 
creation refer to spiritual practices (Sadhanas). In 
that case, being supplementary to action, the 
Vedanta texts will liave a puipose. But if they are 
taken to refer to Brahman only, they will be 
meaningless, inasmuch as they will not be helpful to 
any action. 

Anm>cr: The word hut ir the Sutra refutes all 
these objections. The Vedanta texts refer to 
Brahman -!y, for all of them have Brahman for 
their main topic. The main purport of a treatise 
is gathered from the following characteristics : 
(1) Beginning and conclusion, (2) repetition, 
(3) uniqueness of subject-matter, (4) fruit or result, 
(5) praise, and (6) reasoning. These six help to 
arrive at the real aim or purport of any work. In 
chapter six of the Chhandogya Upanishad, for 
example. Brahman is the main purport of all the 
paragraphs; for all these six characteristics point to 
Brahman. It begins, ‘‘This universe, my boy, was 
but the Real (Sat), in the beginning” (Chh. 6.2.1), 
and concludes by saying, “In it all that exists has 
its self. It is true. It is the Self” (Ibid. 6.15.2)—' 
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which also refers to the Sat or Brahman. In the 
frequent repetition, ‘^Thou art That, O Svetaketu’’, 
the same Brahman is referred to. The uniqueness 
of Brahman is quite apparent, as It cannot be 
realized either by direct perception or inference in 
the absence of form etc. and characteristics respect- 
ively. Reasoning also has been adopted by the 
scriptures here by citing the example of clay to 
elucidate their point. As different objects are made 
out of clay, so are all things created from this 
Brahman. The description of the origin of the 
universe from Brahman, and of its sustenance by 
and reabsorption in It is by way of praise (Artha- 
vada). The result or fruit (Phala) is also mentioned, 
viz, that through the knowledge of Brahman every- 
thing else is known. When we realize Brahman the 
universal Reality, we know all the particulars 
involved in It. So all these six characteristics go 
to show that the main topic of the Vedanta texts, 
as cited above, is Brahman, 

Again, these texts cannot be made to refer to 
the agent etc., for they are treated in quite a 
different section from the Karmakanda. Neither are 
the texts useless, for from the comprehension of these 
texts results Liberation, without any reference to 
action on the part of the person, even as a mere 
statement that it is a rope and not a snake helps to 
destroy one’s illusion. A mere intellectual grasp of 
the texts, however, will not help the person to attain 
Liberation; actual realization is what is meant here. 
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Objection: The scriptures have a purpose in so 
far as they lay down injunctions for man. They 
either induce him to or prohibit him from some 
action. The very meaning of the word ‘Sastra’ is 
this. Even the Vedtota texts are related to 
injunctions and thus have a purpose. For though 
they have Brahman for their main purport, yet they 
do not end there, but after describing the nature of 
Brahman they enjoin on man to realize Brahman 
through intuition. “The Self is to be realized — to 
be heard of, thought about, and meditated upon^’ — 
in passages like this the scriptures, after enjoining 
on man to be conversant first with the nature of 
Brahman, further enjoin thinking and meditation on 
the meaning of those passages for the attainment of 
direct experience. Thus they formulate injunctions 
with regard to the knowledge of Brahman. 

Answer: “He who knows the Supreme Brahman 
becomes Brahman indeed’’ (Mu. B. 2. 9) — texts like 
this show that to know Brahman is to become 
Brahman. But since Brahman is an already existing 
entity, we cannot say that to know. Brahman involves 
an act, like a ritualistic act, having for its result 
Brahman. When ignorance is removed Brahman 
manifests Itself, even as when the illusion of th(; 
snake is removed the rope manifests itself. Here the 
rope is not the creation of any act. The identity of 
the individual soul and Brahman set forth in texts 
like, “I am Brahman” (Brih. 1. 4. 10), is not a fancy 
or imagination, but an actuality, and therefore differs 

8 
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from meditation and devout worship as prescribed 
by the scriptures in texts like, ‘‘One should meditate 
on the mind as Brahman’% and “The Sun is 
Brahman’’ (Chh. 3. 18. 1 ; 3. 19. 1). The knowledge 
of Brahman, therefore, does not depend on human 
endeavour, and hence it is impossible to connect 
Brahman or the knowledge of It with any action. 
Neither can Brahman be said to be the object of the 
act of knowing; for there are texts like, “It is differ- 
ent from the known, again It is beyond the unknown” 
(Ken. 1. 4), and “Through what, O Maitreyi, can the 
knower be known (Brih. 2. 4. 14). In the same 
way Brahman is denied as an object of devout wor- 
ship (Upasana) — “Know that alone to be Brahman, 
not that which people adore here” (Ken. 1. 5). The 
scriptures, therefore, never describe Brahman as this 
or that, but only negate manifoldness which is false, 
in texts like, “There is no manifoldness in It” (Kath. 
2. 4. 11), and “He who sees manifoldness in It goes 
from death to death” (Kath. 2. 4. 10). 

Moreover, the result of action is either creation, 
modification, purification or attainment. None of 
these is applicable to the knowledge of Brahman, 
which is the same thing as Liberation. If Liberation 
were created or modified, it would not be permanent, 
and no school of philosophers is prepared to accept 
such a contingency. Since Brahman is our Inner 
Self, we cannot attain It by any action, as a village 
is attained by our act of going. Nor is there any 
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room for a pacificatory ceremony in the eternally 
pure Self. 

Knowledge itself, again, cannot be said to be an 
activity of the mind. An action depends upon human 
endeavour and is not bound up with the nature of 
things. It can either be done, or not done or modified 
by the agent. Knowledge, on the other hand, does 
not depend upon human notions, but on the thing 
itself. It is the result of the right means, having for 
its objects existing things. Knowledge ca« therefore 
neither be made, nor not made, nor modified. 
Although mental, it differs from such meditations as 
‘‘Man is fire, O Gautama”, “"Woman is fire”, etc. 
(Chh. 5. 7. 1 ; 5. 8. 1). 

Thus Brahman or the knowledge of Brahman 
being in no way connected with action, injunctions 
have no place with regard to It. Therefore texts 
like, “The Atman is to be realized” etc., though 
imperative m character, do not lay down any injunc- 
tion, but are intended to turn the mind of the 
aspirant from things external, which keep one bound 
to this relative existence, and direct it inwards. 
Further it is not true that the scriptures can have a 
purpose if only they enjoin or prohibit some action, 
for even by describing existing things they serve a 
useful purpose, if thereby they conduce to the well- 
being of man, and what can do this better than 
the knowledge of Brahman, which results in Libera- 
tion } The comprehension of Brahman includes 
hearing, reasoning, and meditation. Mere hearing 
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does not result in full comprehension or realization 
of Brahman. Reasoning and meditation are also* 
subservient to that full comprehension. Hence it 
cannot be said that they are enjoined. If after full 
comprehension Brahman was found to be related to 
some injunction, then only it could be said to be 
supplementary to action. 

So Brahman is in no way connected with action. 
All the Vedanta texts deal with an independent topic, 
which is Brahman, and these texts are the only proof 
of this Brahman, as it is not possible to know It 
through any other source. 

So far it has been shown in the previous Sutras 
that all the Vedanta texts refer exclusively to 
Brahman without any connection whatsoever with 
action, and that Brahman is the omniscient, omni- 
potent cause of the origin etc. of this universe. 
Here the Sankhyas raise an objection : The 
Vedanta texts about creation do not refer to Brahman 
but to the unintelligent Pradhana made up of the three 
Gunas (constituents) — Sattva, Rajas, and Tamas,. 
as the First Cause. The Pradhana is omnipotent with 
respect to its effects. Again the Pradhana has Sattva 
for one of its components, of which, according^ 
to Smriti (Gita 14. 17), knowledge is an attribute. 
Therefore the Pradhana can figuratively be said to 
be omniscient, because of its capacity for all knowl- 
edge. To Brahman, on the other hand, which is 
isolated and pure intelligence itself, you cannot 
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ascribe all-knoWi'igness or partial-knowledge. More- 
over, as the Pradhana has three components, it seems 
reasonable that it alone is capable of undergoing 
modifications, like clay, into various objects of name 
and form, and not Brahman, which is uncompounded, 
homogeneous and unchangeable. Moreover, the First 
Cause is an already existing entity and so can be 
established by inferv^nce from its effects and even 
the scriptures recommend inference of the cause from 
th^ effect. So what the Vedanta texts about creation 
say with respect to the First Cause holds good, and 
more aptly so, in the case of the Pradhana, and 
therefore it is the First Cause referred to by the 
scriptures. 

Topic 5: The First Cause an intelligent 
principle. 

Sutras 5-11 refute these arguments of the 
Sankhyas and establish Brahman as the First Cause. 
The discussion mainly refers to the sixth chapter of 
the Chhandogya Upanishad. 

II 

On account of thinking (seeing) is not 
not based on the scriptures. 

5. On account of thinking (being 
attributed to the First Cause by the scrip- 
tures, the Pradhana) is not (the First Cause 
referred to by them); it (Pradhana) is not 
based on the scriptures. 
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The First Cause is said, in the scriptures, to have 
willed or thought before creation. “This universe, my 
dear, was but the Real (Sat) in the beginning — One 
only without a shcond. It thought, ‘may I be many, 
may I grow !’ and It projected fire (Chh. 6. 2. 2-3). 
“It (the Atman) willed, ‘Let me project worlds 
So It projected these worlds” (Ait. 1.1. 1-2). Such 
thinking or willing is not possible to the insentient 
Pradhana. It is possible only if the First Cause is 
an intelligent principle like Brahman. 

The all-knowingness attributed to the Pradhana 
because of its Sattva component is inadmissible, as 
Sattva is not predominant in the Pradhana, since all 
the three Gunas are in a state of equilibrium. If in 
spite of this it is said to be capable of producing 
knowledge, then the other two Gunas must be equally 
capable of retarding knowledge. So while Sattva will 
make it all-knowing. Rajas and Tamas will make it 
partly knowing, which is a contradiction. 

That all-knowingness and creation are not possi- 
ble to Brahman, which is pure intelligence itself and 
unchangeable, is also not true. For Brahman can 
be all-knowing and creative through Maya. So 
Brahman, the Sat of the text quoted, which thought,, 
is the First Cause. 

The Sankhyas again try to avoid the difficulty 
created by thinking being attributed to the First 
Cause thus : In the same text quoted above it is 
said further on, “That fire thought, ‘may I be many, 
may I grow V and it projected water .... Water 
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thought, . . it projected earth’’ (Chh. 0. 2. 3-4). 
Here fire and water arc material things, and yet think- 
ing is attributed to them. Similarly the thinking by 
the Sat (Real), in the text originally quoted, can also 
be taken figuratively, in which case the Pradhana, 
though insentient, can yet be the First Cause. 

This argument the following Sutra refutes. 

ST, II % II 

Secondary (figurative) if (it be said) ^ 
not because of the word ‘Self’ (Atman). 

6. If it be said (that ^thinking^) is 
used in a secondary sense (with regard to 
Sat) ; (we say) not so, because of the word 
‘Self (by which the First Cause is referred 
to in the scriptures). 

The Sat (Real) of the text cited in the previous 
Sutra aft<.r creating fire, water, etc. thought, ‘‘Let 
me now enter into these three as this living self 
(Jiva) and evolve names and forms” (Chh. 6. 3. 2.). 
The Sat, the First Cause, refers to the intelligent 
principle, the Jiva, as its self. The insentient Pra- 
dhana cannot refer to an intelligent principle like the 
Jiva as its self or as its own nature. 

The Sankhyas again try to ward off this objection 
by saying that the word ‘Self’ (Atman) is equally 
used to refer to intelligent and non-intelligent things, 
as, for exi^nnple, in expressions like Bhutatma (the 
self of the elements), Indriyatma (the self of the 
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senses), etc., and so can be used in connection with 
the Pradhana also. 

The next Sutra refutes this argument. 

II « II 

To one who is devoted to that ( Sat ) 
because Liberation is declared. 

7. (That Pradhana cannot be desig- 
nated by the word ‘Self is established) be- 
cause Liberation is declared to one who is 
devoted to that Sat (the First Cause). 

The sixth chapter of the Chhandogya Upanishad 
ends by instructing Svetaketu thus : “Thou art 
that.’’ An intelligent being such as Svetaketu cannot 
be identified with the insentient Pradhana. More- 
over, in section 14, paragraphs 2-3 of this chapter, 
Liberation is said to result to one who is devoted to 
this Sat, and it cannot result from meditation on the 
insentient Pradhana. For these reasons, given in 
the previous Sutra and in this, the ‘Sat,’ the First 
Cause, does not refer to the Pradhana but to an 
intelligent principle. 

Fitness to be abandoned not being 
stated (by the scriptures) ^ and. 

8. And because it is not stated (by 
the scriptures) that It (Sat) has to be 
abandoned, (Pradhana cannot be denoted 
by the word ‘Sat’). 
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If the intention of the scriptures had been to 
take the aspirant step by step from grosser to subtler 
truths till finally the real nature of the Atman was 
presented to him, and for this purpose they had 
referred to the Pradhana — denoted by the word ‘Sat’ 
according to the Sankhyar — as the Self, then there 
would have been later on a statement to the effect 
that this Pradhana must be dropped, for it vas not 
the real Self. But there is no such statement in the 
texts in question. On the contrary, the whole chap- 
ter of the Chhandogya Upanishad, in which the texts 
occur, deals with the Self as nothing but that Sat. 
Moreover, this chapter begins with the question, 
“What is that which being known everything is 
known Now if the Pradhana were the First Cause, 
then by knowing it everything would be known, 
which is not a fact. The enjoyer (Purusha), which 
is different from it, not being a product of the 
Pradhana like the objects of enjoyment, cannot 
be known by knowing the Pradhana. Therefore the 
Pradhana is not the First Cause, knowing which 
everything is known, according to the scriptures. 
Such a view will contradict the premise. 

II 4 II 

On account of resolving or merging in 
one’s own Self. 

9. On account of (the individual soul) 
merging in its own Self (or the universal 
Self referred to as the Sat, in deep sleep. 
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the Pradhana cannot be denoted by the 
word ‘Self’). 

‘‘When a man is said to be thus asleep, he is 
united with the Sat, my child — he merges in his own 
Self’’ (Chh. 0. 8. 1). Here it is taught that the individ- 
ual soul merges in the Sat, and as it is impossible 
for the intelligent soul to merge in the insentient 
Pradhana, the latter cannot be the First Cause 
denoted by the word ‘Sat’ in the text. 

On account of the uniformity of views* 

10, Because (all the Vedanta texts) 
uniformly refer to (an intelligent principle 
as the First Cause, Brahman is to be taken 
as that Cause). 

See Chh. 7. 26. 1, Pr. 3. 3, Taitt. 2. 1, etc. The 
scriptures themselves say, “Whom all the Vedas 
proclaim” (Kath.^ 1. 2. 15). 

II u n 

Being declared by the Vedas ^ also. 

11. (The all-knowing Brahman alone 
is the First Cause of this world) because 
(it is so known directly) from the Vedas 
also. 

“He is the Cause, the Lord of the ruler of 
the sense organs (Jivatman) and has neither parent 
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nor Lord ’ (Svei. 6, 9) — where refers to the all- 

knowing Lord described in that chapter. 

Therefore it is established that the omniscient, 
omnipotent Brahman is the First Cause and not the 
insent/'ent Pradhana or anything else. 

From Sutra 12 onwards till practically the end 
of the first chapter a new topic is taken up for 
discussion, viz. whether certain terms found in the 
Tapani shads are used in their ordinary sense? or as 
referring to Brahman. Again the Upanishads speak 
of two types of Brahman, the Nirguna or Brahman 
without attributes and the Saguna or Brahman 
with attributes. It is the latter which is within 

the domain of Nescience and is the object of 

meditation (Upasana), which is of different kinds 
yielding different results ; while the Nirguna Brah- 
man, which is free from all imaginary limit- 
ing adjuncts of the other type is the object of 

Knowledge. Meditation on the Saguna Brahman 
cannot lead to immediate Liberation. It can at best 
lead to gradual Liberation (Krama-Mukti). The 
knowledge of the Nirguna Brahman alone leads to 
immediate Liberation. Now in many places in the 
Upanishads Brahman is described apparently with 
qualifying adjuncts ; yet the scriptures say that the 
knowledge of that Brahman leads to immediate 
Liberation. If Brahman is worshipped as limited by 
those adjuncts, it cannot lead to such Liberation. 
But if these qualifying adjuncts are regarded as not 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[ 1 . 1.11 


U 

being ultimately aimed at by the Sruti, but used 
merely as indicative of Brahman, then these very 
texts would refer to the Nirguna Brahman and Libera- 
tion would be the immediate result of knowing that 
Brahman. So by reasoning we have to arrive at a 
conclusion as to the true significance of these texts, 
which obviously have a doubtful import. 

The issue of the Saguna and Nirguna Brahman 
as shown above is not, however, kept up all through, 
for in many places it is not between them but bet- 
ween the Saguna Brahman and the individual soul or 
something else. 

Topic 6: Concerning Selj consisting of bliss^\ 

“The Self consisting of bliss” 
because of the repetition. 

12. (In the passage) “The Self con- 
sisting of bliss” etc. (Brahman, which is 
spoken of as the tail, is put forward as an 
independent entity and not as something 
subordinate to Anandamaya, the Self con- 
sisting of bliss) on account of the repeti- 
tion (of Brahman as the main topic in 
many passages of that chapter). 

In topic 5 the word thinking’ attributed to the 
First Cause is interpreted in its direct sense, thus 
establishing the intelligent principle Brahman as the 
First Cause, and the figurative meaning, which would 
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have established the Pradhana, is thrown out as being 
doubtful. But here such a thing, that is the estab- 
lishing of Brahnian, is impossible, for the terms 
denoting parts allow no room for doubt, thus making 
it impossible to interpret the texts as referring to 
Brahnian. This connects the present topic with the 
last one by way of objection. 

The passage in question is : ^‘Different from 
this self, which consists of understanding (Vijna- 
namaya), is the inner self which consists of bliss .... 
Joy is the head, satisfaction is its right wing, rap- 
ture is its left wing, bliss is its trunk, Brahman is the 
tail, the support’’ (Taitt. 2. 5). The Sutra says that 
here Brahman, which is spoken of as the tail, is treat- 
ed as an independent entity and is not to be taken as 
a part of “the self consisting of bliss,” for ‘tail’ here 
does not mean the limb, in which sense it is generally 
used, but the support of the individual soul made up 
of “the self consisting of bliss”, as Brahman is the 
substratum of the imaginary individual soul. This 
conclusion is arrived at, because Brahman without 
any limiting adjuncts whatsoever is again and again 
reiterated in these Taittiriya texts. 

[Sutras 12-19 are interpreted by the Vrittikara 
(who is probably Upavarsha) as follows : The 
Taittiriya Upanishad 2. 1-4 after enumerating the 
selves consisting of food, vital force, mind, and 
understanding, speaks of “the self consisting of 
bliss” in th*^ passage quoted above. (Taitt. 2. 5). 
The question is whether this refers to the individual 
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soul or Brahman. The opponent holds that it refers 
to the individual soul, because the word ‘Ananda- 
maya’ denotes a modification and therefore cannot 
refer to Brahman, which is unchangeable. Moreover, 
five different parts are enumerated of this Ananda- 
maya, the self consisting of bliss ; this is not possible 
in the case of Brahman, which is without parts. 
Sutras 12-19, according to this interpretation, main- 
tain that ‘Anandamaya’, the self consisting of bliss, 
refers to Brahman on account of the repetition of the 
word ‘Anandamaya’ in these Taittiriya texts. Repeti- 
tion has already been said to be one of the character- 
istics by which the subject-matter of a passage is 
ascertained. Brahman, again, has been proved to 
be the main topic of the Vedanta texts (Ch. 1, 
Sec. 1, Sutra 4). Therefore ‘Anaiidamaya’ refers to 
Brahman. Moreover, the opening words of the 
second chapter of the Taittiriya Upanishad, ‘‘Truth, 
Knowledge, Infinity is Brahman” (Taitt, 2. 1), 

and texts like, “He projected all this” (Taitt. 
2. 6), make it clear that Brahman is the topic. 
The termination ‘mayat’ is also not out of place in 
Brahman, for it is used here to denote an abundance 
of bliss. The possession of a body having parts is 
also ascribed to It, only because of the immediately 
preceding limiting condition, viz. the self consisting 
of understanding and does not really belong to It. 
Hence “the self consisting of bliss” is the highest 
Brahman. 

Sankara objects to this interpretation of the 
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Sutras and says that Anandamaya cannot be the 
highest Brahman. First of all, there is no justifica- 
tion. for suddenly clianging the interpretation of the 
affix ‘mayat’ from modification in the case of Vij- 
nananiaya, Pranamaya, etc. in the preceding pass- 
ages to abundance in tne case of Anandamaya, so as 
to make this word refer to Brahman. Again the very 
idea of preponderance or abundance of bliss suggests 
that there is also misery in it, however slight. Such 
jui idea with respect to Brahman is absurd. So 
Sankara replaces this interpretation of the Sutras, 
which Anandagiri attributes to the Vrittikara, by 
another, which we have reproduced above.] 

’T, II u II 

On account of a word ( ^taiP ) denoting 
part ^ is not if it be said ^ not so on 

account of abundance (of terms denoting parts). 

13. II it be said (that Brahman) is 
not (spoken of as an independent entity 
in the passage) on account of a word 
(‘taiP) denoting part, (we reply) not so, 
on account of abundance (of terms denot- 
ing parts). 

Owing to the abundance of phraseology denoting 
parts or limbs in the Taittiriya texts 2. 1-5, Brahman 
is designated as the tail just to keep up the foregoing 
imagery ; but it is not intended to convey the idea 
that Brahman is actually a part or member of ‘‘the 
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self consisting of bliss”. The object of the scriptures, 
is to teach the knowledge of the real Self. If the 
‘^self consisting of bliss” were the real Self, the scrip- 
tures would refer to this in the concluding texts, but 
as a matter of fact they do not; on the other hand 
they refer to the Nirguna Brahman, which is there- 
fore the real subject-matter. Brahman’s being the 
tail means, not that It is a part, but that It is the 
main support or abode of everything. 

It II 

Because (It) is declared to be the 
cause of it ^ and. 

14. And because (Brahman) is de- 
clared to be the cause of it (the self 
consisting of bliss), Brahman cannot be 
taken as a part of it). 

Brahman is the cause of everything, even of 
^Hhe self consisting of bliss”, as also of the four 
earlier named ones-, viz. the self consisting of food, 
vital force, mind, and understanding. ‘‘He pro- 
jected all this whatever there is” (Taitt. 2. 6). The 
cause canot be a part of the effect. 

JTRgjqfnfq;^ g || || 

That which has been referred to in the 
Mantra portion ^ the very same ^ moreover 
is sung. 

15. Moreover that very Brahman 
which has been referred to in the Mantra 
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portion is sung (in this Brahmana passage 
as the tail). 

The second chapter of the Taittiriya Upanishad 
begins, ‘^He who knows Brahman attains the Highest 
. . . Brahman is Truth, Knowledge and Infinity.’’ 
This very Brahman is finally declared to be the tail. 
Otherwise there would be a contradiction between the 
Mantra and Brahrnar.a portions, which cannot be, 
for the Brahamanas only explain what the Mantras 
declare. Therefore Brahman is the primary subject- 
matter and is not treated as a part of ‘‘the self 
consisting of bliss”. 

II II 

Not i:cr: the other (Jiva) on account of 

impossibility. 

16. (Brahman and) not the other 
(the individual soul, is meant here) on 
account of the impossibility (of that 
assumption). 

He who is referred to in the passage, “The self 
consisting of bliss” etc. is said to be the creator of 
everything. ‘He projected all this whatever there is” 
(Taitt. 2. 6). This the individual soul cannot possi- 
bly do and so is not referred to in the passage, “The 
self consisting of bliss” etc. 

ii n 

On account of the declaration of differ- 
ence ^ and. 

4 
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17. And on account of the declara- 
tion of difference (between the two, i.e. 
the one referred to in the passage, ‘^The 
self consisting of bliss’^ etc. and the indi- 
vidual soul, the latter cannot be the one 
referred to in the passage). 

That which is referred to in the passage, ‘^The 
self consisting of bliss’’ etc. is said to be of the 
essence of flavour, attaining which the individual 
soul is blissful. ‘‘It (That which is referred to in 
the passage, “The self consisting of bliss” etc.) is 
flavour; only after attaining (this essence of) flavour 
is this (soul) blissful” (Taitt. 2. 7). Now that which 
is attained and the attainer cannot be the same. So 
the individual soul is not referred to in that passage 
under discussion. 

«RTOra II \\ 

On account of the word ‘bliss’, literally 
‘desire’, (denoting Brahman) ^ and (Anan- 

damaya also) cannot be inferred as Brahman. 

18. And on account of the word 
^bliss’, literally ^desire^ (referring to 
Brahman), (youl cannot infer (Ananda- 
maya is also Brahman, since the suffix 
‘mayat’ is used to denote modification). 

In the scriptures the word ‘bliss’ is often used 
for Brahman ; from this we cannot infer that Ananda- 
xnaya, the self consisting of bliss, is also Brahman, for 
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the suffix ‘may at’ shows that it is a modification. 
This sets aside the whole of the interpretation of the 
Vrittikara mentioned under Sutra 12. 

^nrfej ii ii 

In this its (the Java’s) ^ also 

mergence as that teaches. 

19. (The Vedas) also teach of its (the 
Jiva’s) becoming (on the dawning of 
Knowledge) one with this (referred to in 
the passage under discussion). 

Since the individual soul, on tbe^ dawning of 
Knowledge, becomes one with chat which is referred 
to in the passage under discussion, the latter must 
be Brahman. 

Hence “the seif consisting of bliss” is in no way 
the principal topic of these texts. It is Brahman 
which is the support of everything that is dealt with 
£is an indeT>endent entity in these texts. 

Topic 7: The person in the sun and the eye is 
Brahman, 

Within because Its characteristics 

are mentioned. 

20. (The one) within (the sun and 
the eye is Brahman), because Its character- 
istics are mentioned (therein). 
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‘^Now that golden person who is seen within the 
sun, with a golden beard and golden hair ... is 
named Ut, for he has risen (udita) above all evils 
. . . Rik and Saman are his joints . . . He is the 
lord of the worlds beyond the sun and of all objects 
desired by the gods^* (Cbh. 1. 6. 6-8). ‘‘Now the 
person who is seen in the eye is Rik; he is Sdtnan, 
Uktha, Yajus^ Brahman. The form of that person 
in the eye is the same as that of the other (the person 
in the sun), the joints of the one are the joints of the 
other, the name of the one is the name of the other 
, . . He is the lord of the world beneath the body 
and of all objects desired by men’^ (Chh. 1. 7. 5-8). 
In the last topic, in spite of things to the contrary, 
the very fact of the repitition of Brahman in the texts 
helped us to arrive at the conclusion that Brahman 
was the topic of those texts. Following the same 
argument, the repetition of abode, form, limitations, 
etc., in the texts cited ought to make some individual 
soul which has attained to that eminence of being the 
presiding deity of the solar orb, and not Brahman, 
the topic of these texts — this is the objection. 

The Sutra refutes this and says that the person 
spoken of is the Highest Brahman, as its character- 
istics — such as being above all evils, being the self of 
everything like Rik, Yajus, Saman (these few being 
mentioned only by way of example), and his being 
the lord of the worlds beyond the sun and also of 
the worlds beneath the body — are mentioned. The 
mention of a particular abode, viz. the sun, and the 
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eye, of lorm, as having a beard, and being golden in 
colour, and of a limitation of powers is only for the 
purpose of meditation (TTpasana). The Highest Lord 
may, in order to gratify His devout worshippers, 
assume through Maya any form He likes. It is for 
the convenience of meditation that these limitations 
are imagined in Brahman, which otherwise, in Its 
true nature, is beyond them. 

II II 

wi'sqtjfsjHT On account of a distinction being made 
^ also is different. 

21. Also on account of a distinction 
being made (in another text between the 
two, i.e. the person in the sun and the 
individual soul animating the sun) (the 
Lord) i.s different (from the latter). 

“He who dwells in the sun and is within the sun, 
■u'ho7n the mn does not knoiv, whose body the sun is 
and who rules the sun from within, is thy Self, 
the ruler within, the immortal” (Brih. 3. 7. 9) — this 
text clearly shows that the Highest Lord is within 
the sun and yet different from the individual soul 
identifying itself with the sun. This confirms the 
view expressed in the last Sutra. 

Topic 8: The word ^Ikdsa^ (ether) to he 
iindersiood as Brahman. 

In the last topic the characteristics like “being 
above all evil” etc., being of doubtful import were 
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made to refer to Brahman and not to the^ deity of 
the solar orb and accordingly the mention of form 
etc. were interpreted to be imagined in Brahman 
for the sake of meditation. But now the character- 
istics mentioned in the text that are taken up for 
discussion are not of doubtful import but refer clearly 
to elemental ether, so how will you interpret these 
texts — seems to be the view of the objector. 

(The word) Akasa on account of 

the characteristic marks of that (Brahman). 

22. (The word) Akasa (ether) (is. 
Brahman) on account of the eharacteristic 
marks of That (i.e. Brahman) (being^ 
mentioned). 

“ ^What is the goal of this world ‘Akasa,’ he 
replied. For all these beings take their rise from 
Akasa only and dissolve in it. Akasa is greater 
than these. It is Iheir ultimate goal. It indeed is 
the Supreme Udgitha .... He who knowing this 
as such meditates on the Supreme Udgitha . . . ”■ 
(Chh. 1. 9. 1-2). Here ‘Akasa’ refers to Brahman 
and not to the elemental Akasa (ether), as the 
characteristics of Brahman, namely, the rise of the 
entire creation from it and its return to it at dis- 
solution are mentioned. No doubt these marks may 
also refer to the ether, as the scriptures say that fromi 
the ether is produced air, from air fire, etc., and they 
return to the ether at the end of a cycle. But then 
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the force of the words ‘^all these’ and ^only’ in the 
text quoted wouM be lost. To preserve it the text 
should be taken to refer to the fundamental cause of 
all, including the ether, which can be Brahman alone. 
The word ‘Akasa’ is also used for Brahman in other 
texts ; ‘‘That which is called AkAsa is the revealer 
of all forms and names.” (Chh. 8. 14. 1). Again 
Brahman alone can be ‘greater than all’ and ‘their 
ultimate goal’ as mentioned in the text. In other 
scrijitural passages like, “He is greater than the 
earth, He is greater than the heavens” (Chh. 3. 14. 3), 
“Brahman is knowledge and Bliss. It is the 
ultimate goal of him who makes gifts” (Brih. 
3. 9. 28) — these qualities of being greater and 

the ultimate goal of everything are mentioned, and 
therefore this interpretation is justified. Hence the 
Udgitba in the text cited is to be meditated upon 
not as a symbol of the ether but of Brahman. 

Topic 9: The word Prana to be understood 
as Brahman, 

^ 03 JTTtrr: II II 

For the same reason (the word) Prana 
(refers to Brahman). 

23 . For the same reason (the word) 
‘Prana’ (also refers to Brahman). 

“‘Which is that deity?’ ‘Prana,’ he said. 
For all these beings merge in Prana alone and from 
PrAna they arise” (Chh. 1. 11. 4-5). The question is 
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whether Prastava (a division of Saman) is a symbol 
of the vital force or Brahman. Here Pr^na does 
not mean the vital force but Brahman, in which 
sense it is used in texts like, ‘‘The Prana of Prana*’ 
(Brih. 4. 4. 18). Why.^ Because the characteristic of 
Brahman, “All these beings merge in Prana,” etc. 
is mentioned. All the Jivas merge in Prana, and 
that is possible only if ‘Prana* is Brahman and not 
the vital force (the ordinary sense of the word), 
in which only the senses get merged in deep sleep. 

Topic 10: The word Hi<^hV to be understood 
as Brahman. 

In the two previous topics, on account of the 
characteristics of Brahman being present in the texts 
quoted, it was possible to conclude that Brahman was 
referred to in them. The next Sutra takes up for 
discussion a text which itself does not mention the 
characteristics of Brahman, but the text prior to it 
does. 

II II 

sqtfh: Light on account of the mention 

of feet. 

24. (The word) ‘light’ (is Brahman) 
on account of the mention of feet (in a 
complimentary passage), 

“Now that light which shines above this heaven, 
beyond all, . . . Let a man meditate on this** etc. 
(Chh. S. 13. 7). Here the question is whether the 
meditation is to be on the light as such or on 
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Brahmaa. The Sutra says that ‘light’ here does not 
mean physical light which helps vision, such as the 
sun, but Brahman, because feet (quarters) are men- 
tioned in a preceding text : “This much is Its glory, 
greater than this is the Purusha. One foot of It is 
all beings while Its (remaining) three feet are 
immoital in heaven’’ (Chh. 8. 12. 6). The Brahman 
that has been so described in this passage is recog- 
nized in the one first quoted, where ‘light’ occurs, 
because there also it is said to be connected with 
^heaven’. Brahman is the subject matter of not only 
the previous texts, but also of the subsequent texts; 
for in the section immediately following that which 
contains the passage under discussion (i.e. in Chh. 
3.14) Brahman Is also the main topic. It is there- 
fore but reasonable to say •that the intervening 
section (Chh. 3. 13) also deals with Brahman. Hence 
■‘light’ here means Brahman, The word ‘light’ can 
be used for Brahman, which manifests the world 
even as light manifests objects. The mention of 
limiting adjuncts with respect to Brahman, denoted 
by the word ‘light’ is only for the sake of meditation. 

II II 

The metre (Gayatri) being mentioned 
»T is nut if it be said ’T no ^ in that way 

the application of the mind has been 
inculcated f% for so it is seen (in other 

texts). 
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25. If it be said (that Brahman is) 
not (referred to) on account of the metre 
(Gayatri) being mentioned ; (we reply) 
no, because in that way (i.e. by means of 
the metre), the application of the mind 
(on Brahman) has been inculcated ; for so 
(i.e. through the help of the modifications 
of Brahman) it is seen (in other texts). 

An objection is raised that in the text ‘‘One foot 
of It is all beings”, Brahman is not referred to, but 
the metre Gayatri, for the first paragraph of the 
preceding section of the same Upanishad begins 
with, “Gayatri is everything, whatever here exists,” 
etc. Therefore the fefet referred to in the text cited 
in the last Sutra refer to this metre and not to 
Brahman. In reply it is said : Not so ; for the 
text, “Gayatri is all this” etc., teaches that one 
should meditate upon the Brahman which is con- 
nected with this metre,’ because Brahman, being the 
cause of everything, is connected with that Gayatri 
also, and it is that Brahman which is to be meditated 
upon. This interpretation would be in keeping with 
the Other texts in the same section, e^g. “That 
which is that Brahman” (Chh. 3. 12. 7) and also 
with “All this indeed is Brahman” (Chh. 3. 14. 1), 
where Brahman is the chief topic. Meditation on 
Brahman through Its modifications or effects is seen 
in other texts also. “Him the Bahvrichas meditate 
upon in the great hymn” etc. (Ait. Ar. 3. 2. 3. 12). 
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Therefore Brahman is meaiit here, and not the metre 
Gayatri. 



The representation of beings etc. 
as fvjet is possible ^ also thus. 

26. Thus also (we have to conclude,. 
viz. that Brahman is the topic of the 
previous passage, where Gayatri occurs) 
because (thus only) the representation of 
the beings etc. as the feet (of Gayatri) is 
possible. 

The beings, earth, body, and heart can be feet 
only of Brahman and not of Gayatri, the metre — 
a mere collection of syllables. See Ch. 3. 12. 2-4.. 
So by Gayatri is here meant Brahman as connected 
with the metre Gayatri. It is this Brahman so 
particularized by Gayatri that is said to be the self 
of all in the text, “Gayatri is everything” etc. 
This same Brahman is again recognised as ‘light’ in 
Chh. 3. 13. 7. 

?r, |R«|| 

On account of the difference in speci- 
fication 5T not if it be said n5 ^ in 

either (description) because there is no 

contradiction. 

27. If it be said (that Brahman of 
the Gayatri passage cannot be recognized 
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in the passage dealing with ^light’), on 
account of difference in specification, (we 
reply) no, there being no contradiction fn 
either (description to such a recognition). 

In the Gayatri passage heaven is specified as 
the abode of Brahman, while in the other, Brahman 
is described as existing above heaven. How then 
-can it be said that one and the same Brahman is 
referred to in both the passages ? It can ; there is 
no contradiction here, even as when we say, with 
reference to a bird perching on the top of a tree, 
that it is perching on the tree, or that it is above 
the tree. The difference in the case-ending of the 
word is no contradiction, since the locative case 
is often used in scriptural passages to express, 
secondarily, the meaning of the ablative. 

Therefore the word ‘light’ has to be understood 
as Brahman. 

Topic 11: Indra^s instruction to Pratardana. 



Prana (like) that being so compre- 

hended (from the texts). 

28. Prana is Brahman, it being so 
coinprehended (from the purport of the 
texts). 

In the previous topic the fact that Brahman’s 
three feet (quarters) were spoken of in an earlier 
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text as being in heaven helped us to recognize that 
the same Brahman is spoken of as the light above 
heaven. The connection with heaven helped us to 
this recognition. Now another text is taken up for 
discussion, in which there is no such decisive factor^ 
In the Kaushitaki Upanishad there occurs the 
following conversation between Indra and Pratar- 
dana, in which the latter says to Indra : “You 
yourself choose for me that boon which you deem 
most beneficial to man.” Indra said, “Know me 
only, that is what I deem most beneficial to man. 
.... I am Prana, the intelligent self (Prajnatman), 
meditate on me as life, as immortality. . . . And 
that Prana is indeed the intelligent self, blessed, 
undecaying, immortal” (Kau. 3. 1-8). The question 
is raised whether these passages refer to the god 
Indra, or the individual self, or the vital force, or 
Brahman. The decision is that as the characteristics 
of Brahman are more in evidence in these passages 
than those of the god Indra, individual soul, or the 
vital force (Prana), therefore Brahman is referred 
to in these passages ; hence Prana here means 
Brahman. The characteristics of Brahman referred 
to are : (1) Indra says in reply to Pratardana’s 

request for that which is most beneficial to man, 
“Know me, I am Prana” etc., and since Brahman 
alone is most beneficial to man, Indra ’s answer refers 
to Brahman. (2) Prana is spoken of as blessed, 
undecaying,* immortal, which can be true only of 
Brahman. (3) The knowledge of this Prana is alsa 
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said to absolve one from all sins : ‘‘He who knows 
me thus, by no deed of his is his achievement 
harmed, neither by matricide nor by patricide. . . 
*^Kau. 3. 1). 

if Not the speaker’s on account of 

the instruction about himself if it be said 

abundance of reference to the Inner 
Self f% because ^rfer^^in this. 

29. If it be said that (Brahman is) 
not (referred to in these passages) on 
account of the speaker’s instruction about 
Jiimself ; (we reply not so), because there 
is abundance of reference to the Inner Self 
in this (chapter). 

An objection is raised that the word ‘Prana’, 
•cannot as stated in the last Sutra, refer to Brahman, 
since the speaker Indra describes himself by the 
word ‘Prana’ in, “I am Prana” etc. But as in 
this conversation there are profuse references, as 
already pointed out in Sutra 28, to the Inner Self 
•or Brahman, ‘Prana’ here must be taken as Brahman. 
And Indra’s describing himself as Prana is apt, since 
he identifies himself with Brahman in that instruc- 
tion, as did the Sage Vamadeva. 
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iimg®n Through realization of the Truth con- 
firmed by the scriptures g but instruction 

like V-imadevo. 

80. But (Indra’s) instruction (to 
Pratardana is justified) by his realization 
of the Truth confirmed by the scriptures 
(viz. that he is Brahman), as did (the 
sage) Vamadeva. 

Rishi Vamadeva having realized Brahman said 
“I was Manu, and the sun/’ etc., which is justified 
by the passage r ‘‘Whichsoever of the gods knew 
It (Brahman) became That” (Brih. 1. 4. 10). Indra’s 
instruction also is like that. Having realized the 
truth, “Thou art That”, declared by the scriptures, 
he identifies himself in the instruction with the 
Supreme Brahman. 


'VI 

3TTfsrac^, f?: II II 


^ 


On account of the characteristics 
of the individual soul and the vital energy not 
if it be said ^ not so because it 

would enjoin threefold meditation on 

account of Prana being accepted (elsewhere in the 
sense of Brahman) ^ here because words 

denoting Brahman are mentioned with reference to 
Prana. 
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31. If it be said that (Brahman) is 
not referred to on account of the character- 
istics of the individual soul and the vital 
force (being mentioned), (we say) not 
so, because (such an interpretation) would 
enjoin threefold meditation (Upasana) ; 
because Prana has been accepted (else- 
where in the sense of Brahman) ; and be- 
cause here also (words denoting Brahman) 
are mentioned with reference to Prana. 
(Hence it is to be understood to mean 
Brahman). 

The psasages under discussion might as well 
refer to the individual soul and the vital force, 
for their characteristics also are found : ^‘One should 
know the speaker and not inquire into speech’’ 
(Kau. 3. 8), ‘‘Prana, laying hold of this body, makes 
it rise up” (Kau. 3. 3). The Sutra refutes such a 
view and says that Brahman alone is referred to by 
‘Prana’; for the above interpretation would involve 
a threefold Upasana, viz, of the individual soul, of 
the chief vital force, and of Brahman, which is 
against the accepted rules of scriptural interpretation. 
No single passage can be made to yield three different 
meditations in this way by splitting it up. More- 
over in the beginning we have, “Know me only”, 
followed by, “I am Prana”, and in the end again 
we have, “And that Prana indeed is the intelligent 
self, blessed, undecaying, immortal”, which shows 
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that the same topic is kept up throughout. Therefore 
‘Prana’ must be taken in the sense of Brahman and 
that on the ground that Its characteristics are found 
in this passage which have already been referred to 
in Sutra 1. 1. 28, This meaning of ‘Prana’ is found 
in other scriptural passages ^ and we are justified in 
taking it in that sense here, since words denoting 
Brahman are mentioned with reference to ‘Prana’. 


6 



CHAPTER I 
Section ii 

In the latter part of section 1, certain scriptural 
terms generally used in a different sense have been 
shown through reasoning to refer to Brahman, and 
consequently certain passages of the scriptures of 
doubtful sense, but containing clear characteristics 
of Brahman, have been shown to refer to Brahman. 
Now in this and the next section some more passages 
of doubtful import, especially with no clear mention 
of the characteristics of Brahman in them, are taken 
up for discussion. 

Topic 1: The Being consisting of the mind 
is Brahman, 

11 1 11 

Throughout (the scriptures) be- 

cause there is taught (the Brahman which is) well 
known. 

1. (That which consists of the mind 
[Manomaya] is Brahman) because there 
is taught (in this text) (that Brahman 
which is) well known (as the cause of the 
universe) throughout (the scriptures). 

Sutras 1-8 show that the Being who consists of 
the mind (Manomaya) and is prescribed as the object 



1 . 2 . 2 ] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


67 


of Upland or meditation in the text, ^‘All this indeed 
is Brahman, for it has its beginning, end, and siub- 
sisteUce in It; so let a man meditate with a calm 
mind. . . . lie who consists of the mind, whose 
body is Prana (the subtle body)’’ etc. (Chh. 8. 14. 
1-2) is Brahman and not the individual soul. Why? 
Because the text begins witli, ‘‘All this is Brahman”, 
wherein that Brahman which is treated as the cause 
of the universe in all scriptural texts is described. 
5ince the beginning refers to Brahman, it is but proper 
that the later sentence where “He who consists of 
the mind” occurs, should also refer to Brahman as 
•distinguished by certain qualities ; otherwise there 
would arise the inconsistency of suddenly introducing 
a new subject and dropping the previous one. More- 
over the text here speaks of Upasana, meditation, 
and as such it is but apt that Brahman which is 
described in all other texts as an abject of meditation 
is also taught here and not the individual soul which 
is nowhere prescribed as such. Moreover, one can 
become calm as the text asks only by meditating on 
Brahman which is bereft of all anger, hatred, etc. 



Because qualities desired to be 
expressed are befitting ^ moreover. 

2. Moreover the qualities desired to 
be expressed are befitting (only in the 
case of Brahman ; and so the passage 
refers to Brahman). 
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‘‘He who consists of the mind, whose body is 
Prana (the subtle body), whose form is lights 
resolve is true, whose nature is like that of ether 
(omnipresent and invisible)’’, etc. (Chh. 3. 14. 2) — the 
qualities mentioned in this text as topics of medita- 
tion are possible in the case of Brahman alone. 
Therefore the conclusion is that such a qualified 
Brahman alone is to be meditated upon. 

^ n ^ H 

Because ( they ) are not appropriate g on 
the other hand *1 is not the individual soul. 

3. On the other hand the individual 
soul is not (referred to by the text) 
because these qualities are not appropriate 
(to it). 

?KHqvf|5?Tqt3nra ii « ii 

Object W agent sgqfiiirt on account of the 
mention ^ and. 

4. And on account of the mention of 
the attainer and the object attained (“He 
who consists of the mind” refers to Brah- 
man and not to the individual soul). 

In the same chapter of the Chhandogya Upani- 
shad there occurs the passage, “When I shall have 
departed from hence, I shall attain Him” (3. 14. 4), 
where ‘Him’ refers to “Who consists of the mind”, 
the object of meditation spoken of in the earlier 
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passage. Therefore He is necessarily different from 
the person who meditates, the individual soul 
referred to in the above text by the pronoun 

^ ii 

5. Because of the difference (indicat- 
ed by the case-endings) of the words. 

In the Satapatha Brahmana, where the same 
id^d is expressed in similar words, we have, ^‘As is 
a grain of rice, or a grain of barley ... so is that 
golden Being in the seH’’ (10. 6. 3. 2), where the 
individual soul and Hhe self consisting of the mind’ 
are clearly described as two different entities, for 
‘the self consisting of the mind’ — which is denoted 
by a word in the nominative case — is described as 
being in the individual self, the word denoting it 
being in the locative case. Therefore it is clear that 
the individual self is not referred to in the text under 
discussion. 

H \ II 

From the Smriti also. 

c. 

6. From the Smriti also (we learn 
that the individual soul is different from 
the one referred to in the text under dis- 
cussion). 

The Smriti referred to is, ^‘The Lord, O Arjuna, 
IS seated in the hearts of all beings” etc. (Giti 18. 61). 
We must not forget, however, that According to 
Advaita Vedanta this difference is only imaginary and 
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to 

not real. The difference exists only so long as 
ignorance lasts, and the full import of the text ‘‘Thou 
art That’’ has not been realized. 

sqhraw II d II 

Because of the smallness of the abode 
on account of its being designated as such 
(i. e- small) ^ also sf not if it be said *1 not so 

for the sake of contemplation ^ so 
like the ether and. 

7. If it be said that (the passage 
does) not (refer to Brahman) because of 
the smallness of the abode (referred to, 
viz. the heart) and also on account of its 
being designated as such (i.e. as minute) ; 
(we say,) not so, (because Brahman has 
been so characterized) for the sake of 
comtemplation and because the case is 
similar to that of the ether. 

“He is my self within the heart, smaller than a 
grain of rice, smaller than a grain of barley” etc. 
(Chh. 3. 14. 3). This text occurs in the same section 
in which we also find “the self consisting of the 
mind”. The objection is raised that since these 
limitations are apt not in the case of Brahman but 
of the individual soul, it is the latter that is referred 
to by “the self consisting of the mind”. The Sutra 
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refutes it and srys that Brahman here is thus 
characterized, for the convenience of contemplation, 
as otherwise it is difficult to meditate on the all- 
pervading Brahman. This does not mar Its omni- 
presence, as these limitations are merely imagined in 
Brahman and are not real. The case is analogous 
to that of the ether in the eye of the needle, which 
is spoken of as limited and small, whereas in fact 
it is all-pervading. 

fr, ii n 

That it has experience (of pleasure and 
pain) 7^ if it be said ^ not so lawifT because of 
the difference in nature. 

8. If it be said that (being connected 
with the hearts of all individual souls on 
account of Its omnipresence, It would also) 
have experience (of pleasure and pain), 
(we say,) not so, because of the difference 
in the nature (of the two). 

The mere fact that Brahman is all-pervading 
and connected with the hearts of all individual souls, 
and is also intelligent like them, does not make It 
subject to pleasure and pain. For the individual 
soul is an agent, the doer of good and bad deeds, 
and therefore experiences pleasure and pain, while 
Brahman is not an agent, and therefore does not 
experience pleasure and pain. A fallacious argument 
is often put forward that because Bralbman and the 
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individual soul are in reality identical, therefore the 
former is also subject to the pleasure and pain 
experienced by the latter. But then this identity 
only refutes the experience of pleasure and pain even 
by the individual soul as being due to ignorance ; 
for in reality there is neither the individual soul nor 
pleasure and pain. Therefore the argument of 
identity cannot be turned the other way to make 

even the ever pure Brahman subject to evil. 

Topic 2: The eater is Brahman. 

In the last topic the experience of pleasure and 
pain in Brahman is denied. Here, in this topic, the 
fact that Brahman is not an agent is established — 
which is its connection with the previous topic. 

II ^ II 

The eater because the movable 

and immovable (i e. the whole universe) is taken 
(as his food). 

9. The eater (is Brahman), because 
both the movable and immovable {i.e. the 
entire universe) is taken (as his food). 

‘‘Who thus knows where He is, to whom the 
Brahmanas and Kshatriyas are (as it were) but food 
and death itself a condiment” (Kath. 1. 2. 25)? This 
passage says that there is some eater. Who is this 
eater referred to by ‘He’? Is it the fire referred 
to in another text as eater : “Soma indeed is food, 
and fire the eater” (Brih. 1. 4. 6) ; or is it the individ- 
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iial soul referred to as eater in, ‘‘One of them eats 
the sweet fruit"’ (Mu. 3. 1. 1). This Sutra says it is 
neither, but the Supreme Lord, for the text says 
that in Him the whole of creation, movable and 
immovable, is reabsorbed. The fact that death, 
which destroys everything else, is swallowed up as 
a condiment, shows that the entire creation is 
referred to as His food. The Brahmanas and 
Kr.hatriyas are mentioned as mere examples, since 
they are the foremost of created beings. The eater 
of such a stupendous thing can be Brahman alone and 
none else. 


II \0 II 

From the context ^ and. 

10. And because (Brahman) is the 
subject of the discussion. 

Ill an earlier text Nachiketas asks Yam a : 
“Tell me of that which you see as neither good nor 
bad action, as neither effect nor -cause, as neither 
past nor future” (Kath. 1. 2. 14). In this text 
Brahman is inquired into and Yama answers : “I 
will tell you in brief — it is Aum” (Kath. 1. 2. 15). 
Further on he says, “The Self is neither born nor 
does it die” (Ibid. 1. 2. 18), and finally concludes 
with the passage in which the eater is mentioned. 
All this clearly shows that Brahman is the topic, 
and therefore the ‘eater’ is Brahman. It also follows 
from the peculiar characteristic, viz. the difficulty 
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to cognize It, which is referred to in the text under 
discussion. 

An objection may be raised on the ground that 
the scripture itself in another place denies that 
Brahman is the ^eater* : ‘^The other (Brahman) looks 
on without eating’’ (Mu. 3. 1. 1). But ‘eating’ in this 
text refers to the experience of pleasure and pain, 
while in the text under discussion it means the 
feabsorption of the universe at the time of dissolution, 
which the scriptures attribute to Brahman alone. 


Topic 3: The two that have entered the cavitif 
of the heart are the individual soul and Brahman. 





, U II 


cavity (of the heart ) the two that 

have entered are the two selves (individual 

and Supreme) indeed because it is so seen. 


11. The two that have entered into 
the cavity (of the heart) are indeed the 
individual self and the Supreme Self,, 
because it is so seen. 

In the Katha Upanishad there occurs the passage, 
“Having entered the cavity of the heart, the two 
enjoy the reward of their works, in the body” (1.3. 1). 
The question is whether the couple referred to are 
the individual soul and Brahman, or the individual 
soul and intellect (Buddhi). The opponent, follow- 
ing the argument of the previous topic, says it is 
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the latter. In th'', last topic the nearness o1 the word 
*death’ helped us to interpret ‘Br&hmana’ and 
‘Kshatriya’ as typical of the whole phenomenal 
world, similarly the nearness of the word ^enjoy’ 
would make the two in the text refer to limited 
things like the individual soul and intellect. The 
Sutra refutes this ami says that the couple referred 
to are the individual ooul and Brahman, for numerals 
denote things of the same class. When a cow is 
brought to us and we say, “‘Bring another”, it means 
another cow. So if with an intelligent self, the 
individual soul, another is said to enter the cavity 
of the heart, it must refer tc another of the same 
class, i.e. to another sentient being, and not to the 
intellect (Buddhi), which is insentient. The fact 
that both are said to enjoy the fruits of actions, 
which cannot apply to the Highest Brahman, is thus 
explained : Sometimes the characteristics of one in 
a group are indirectly applied to the whole group, 
as when we say, “The men with an umbrella”, where 
only one has an umbrella and not the whole group. 
So here also, though it is only one that is enjoying 
the fruits of actions, both are so spoken off. 

II v< II 

if. 

From the specification ^ and. 

12. And from the (distinctive) quali- 
ties (of the two mentioned in subsequent 
texts). 

The texts subsequent to the one under discussion 
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mention the characteristics of the two that have 
entered the cavity of the heart, which show that 
these are the individual soul and Brahman. ‘‘Know 
that the soul is the charioteer” etc. (Kath. 1. 8. 3) 
and “He attains the end of the journey, that supreme 
state of Vishnu” {Ibid, 1. 3. 9), where the two are 
mentioned as the attainer and the goal attained, 
i.e. as the Jiva and Brahman. In a previous passage 
also the two are spoken of as the meditator and the 
object of meditation. “The sage relinquishes joy 
and sorrow, having realized by meditation . . . that 
effulgent One . . . seated in the heart” (Kath. 
1 , 2 . 12 ). 

Topic The person within the eye is Brahman. 

In the last topic the reference to ‘two’ occuring 
at the beginning of the text discussed, was inter- 
preted to denote two of the same class, i.e, two 
sentient beings, and the entrance into the cavity of 
the heart, mentioned later on, was interpreted 
accordingly. The same line of argument should be 
used, says the opponent, to interpret the text of this 
topic. That is, the person in the eye ought to be 
taken as a reflection in the eye, as it occurs at the 
beginning of the text, and the subsequent mention 
of immortality, fearlessness, etc. ought to be ex- 
explained away, as praise or otherwise. The inverse 
method, i.e. taking these words to refer to Brahman 
and thus fixing the person in the eye to be Brahman, 
should not be followed. In this way the opponent 
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wants to show th9t the argument of the previous one 

is defective, for it will launch us into difficulties with 
respect to other texts of the Sruti. 

|| || 

Inside (the eye) : on account of the 

appropriateness of (attributes). 

13, (The person) inside (the eye is 

Brahman) on account of (the attributes 
mentioned therein) being appropriate 

(only to Brahman). 

“This person that is seen in the eye is the 
self. This is immortal and fearless ; this is Brahman” 
(Chh. 4. 15. 1). The question is whether the person 
referred to here is the reflection of a person in the 
eye, or the individual soul, or the sun, which helps 
sight, or Brahman. The Sutra says that this person 
in the eye is Brahman, because the qualities, ^im- 
mortal’, ‘fearless’, etc., mentioned here with respect 
to that person can be true only of Brahman, and 
they cannot be otherwise explained away. 

Because abode etc. (?. e, name and 
form) are attributed to it ^ and. 

14. And because abode etc. (i.e. name 
and form) are attributed to It (Brahman) 
(by other scriptural texts also, for the sake 
of contemplation). 
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But, how can the all-pervading Brahman be in 
JBL limited space like the eye? The assignation of a 
definite locality to the all-pervading Brahman only 
.serves the purpose of meditation (Upasana). In 
other scriptural texts, the disc of the sun, the cavity 
of the heart, even the eye itself (Brih. 3. 7. 18) and 
similar pure spots have been prescribed as places for 
the contemplation of Brahman. So here it is pre- 
scribed that Brahman should be contemplated in the 
•eye. Not only abode, but even name and form are 
attributed to Brahman for the purpose of meditation, 
as Brahman without attributes cannot be an object 
of contemplation. (Vide Chh. 1. 6. 6-7). 

g II II 

On account of the reference (to 
Brahman) distinguished by bliss verily ^ and, 

15. And verily on account of the 
reference (in the passage to Brahman) 
distinguished by bliss (mentioned at the 
beginning of the Prakarana). 

“The vital energy is Brahman, bliss is Brahman, 
the ether is Brahman” (Chh. 4. 10, 5) — so taught the 
fires to Upakosala Kamalayana about Brahman, and 
this same Brahman is further elucidated by his teacher 
.as “the person in the eye”. 

ii ii 

^ The way of those who have realized 
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the Truth of the Upanishads on account of 

the statement ^ also. 

16. Also on account of the statement 
of the way (after death) of those who have 
known the Truth of the Upanishads (i.e. 
knowers of Brahman) (with reference to 
the knower of the person in the eye). 

The Devayana path or the path of the gods, 
by which a knower of Brahman travels after death 
and which is described in the Prasna Upanishad 1.10 
and other scriptural texts, is referred to here. Since 
the knower of ‘‘the person in the eye*’ also goes 
by this path after death, and since it is known from 
scriptures that none other except the knower of 
Brahman goes by this path after death, “the person 
in the eye” must be Brahman. 

ii ii 

Not existing always on account 

of the impossibility ^ and *i not any other. 

17. (The person in the eye is the 
Supreme Self) and not any other (i.e. 
individual soul etc.) as these do not exist 
always ; and on account of the impossi- 
bility (of the qualities of the person in the 
eye being attributed to any of these). 

The reflection in the eye, for example, does not 
exist always, nor can the qualities like immortality. 
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fearlesness, etc., be appropriately ascribed to this 
reflection. So no other self except the Supreme Self 
is here spoken of as the person in the eye. 

Topic 5: The ruler within is Brahman. 

In the last topic, while interpreting the person 
in the eye as Brahman it has been taken for granted 
that the eye is prescribed in Brih. 3. 7. 18 as an abode 
of Brahman for contemplation, and that therefore 
here also the eye is prescribed as an abode. The 
present topic takes up for discussion this text of 
Brihadaranyaka and establishes the conclusion that 
was taken for granted in the last topic. 

The Ruler within in the gods etc. 

on account of Its qualities being men- 
tioned. 

18. The Ruler within of the gods and 
so on (is Brahman) on account of the 
qualities of that (Brahman) being men- 
tioned. 

“Dost thou know the Internal Ruler” etc. 
(Brih. 3. 7. 1) ; and again, “He who inhabits the 
earth, but is within it, whom the earth does not 
know, ... is the Internal Ruler, your own immortal 
self” (Brih. 3. 7. 3). The “Internal Ruler” spoken 
of here is Brahman and not the individual soul 
endowed with Siddhis (powers) or the presiding deity, 
or anything else, for the characteristics of Brahman 
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are mentioned in the concluding part of the text cited, 
wherein the Raler is spoken of as identical with the 
individual soul and immortal, which can be true only 
of Brahman. He is also described in this section as 
being all- pervading, since he is inside and the Ruler 
within of everything, viz* the earth, the sun, water, 
fire, sky, the ether, the senses, elc., and this also^ 
can be true only of Brahman. 

*T ^ u II 

^ Neither ^ and that which is mentioned 
in the (Sankhya) Smriti because 

attributes contrary to its nature are mentioned. 

19. And neither is (tlie Ruler within)’ 
that which is talked of in (Sankhya) 
Smriti {i.e. Pradhana), because attributes 
contrary to its nature are mentioned 
(here). 

The Pradhana is not this ‘‘Internal Ruler”, as 
the attributes : “He is the immortal”; “unseen but 
seeing, unheard but hearing,” etc, (Brih. 3, 7. 23),. 
do not hold true of the non-intelligent Pradhana. 

(I ^(0 ii 

The individual soul ^ also ( ^ not ) 

(the followers of) both (the recensions — Kanwa 
and Madhyandina) ft for as different thisv 
(the Jiva) read. 

6 
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20. Also the individual soul (is not 
the Ruler within), for this is read as 
different (from the Internal Ruler) by the 
followers of both (the recensions, viz. the 
Kanwa and Madhyandina Sakhas of the 
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad). 

The negative ‘not’ is to be supplied from the last 
Sutra. 

“He who dwells in knowledge” etc. — says Brih. 
S. 7. 22, Kanwa reading, where ‘knowledge’ stands for 
the individual soul, for it consists of knowledge. “He 
who dwells in the self” — is the MMhyandina reading 
of the same passage, where ‘self’ stands for the 
individual soul. These quotations make it clear that 
in either reading the individual soul is spoken of as 
different from the “Internal Ruler”, for it is the ruler 
of the individual soul also. 

Here again we should not forget that the differ- 
ence of the Internal Ruler, the Supreme Lord, and 
the individual soul is merely the product of Nescience. 
There is only one Self within, for two selves are not 
possible. But owing to limiting adjuncts the one 
Self is treated as if It were two. 

Topic 6: That uchich cannot he seen is Brahman, 

In the last topic the ruler within was interpreted 
as the Supreme Lord and not the Pradhana, for 
qualities like, ‘seeing’, ‘hearing’, etc., which are con- 
trary to the nature of the Pradhana, were present. 



1 . 2 . 22 ] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


83 


Now certain texiu which do not mention such qualities 
so as to exclude the Pradhana are taken up for 
discussion. 

II II 

Possessor of qualities like invisi- 
bility etc- : on account of the qualities being 

mentioned. 

21. The possessor of qualities like 
invisibility etc. (is Brahman) on account 
of (Its) characteristics being mentioned. 

‘‘That which cannot be seen nor seized, which 
is without origin . . . eternal, all-pervading, omni- 
present, extremely subtle . . . , the source of all 
beings, which the wise behold’’ (Mu. 1. 1. 6). The 
Bedng which is the source of all beings is not the 
Pradhana but Brahman, for qualities like “He is 
all-kn(jwing, all perceiving^’ (Mu. 1. 1. 9) are true 
only of Brahman and not of the Pradhana, which is 
non-intelligent. Obviously it cannot refer to the 
individual soul as it is limited. 

ii rr n 

On account of the mention of 
characteristic Qualities and differences not 
the other two. 

22. The other two (viz. the individual 
soul and the Pradhana) are not (referred to 
in the passkge), because the characteristics 
of Brahman and the difference (of the 
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Being which is the source of all beings 
from the individual soul and the Pradhana) 
are mentioned. 

^*That heavenly person is without body, com- 
prises the external and the internal, is birthless, with- 
out the vital force and without mind, pure, higher 
than the high Imperishable” (Mu. 2. 1. 2). Epithets 
like ‘heavenly’, ‘birthless’, ‘pure’, etc. apply to 
Brahman and not the individual soul, which considers 
itself limited, impure, corporeal, etc. “Higher than 
the high Imperishable (Pradhana)” shows that the 
source of all beings spoken of in the last Sutra is not 
the Pradhana but something different from it, 

a \\ a 

Form being mentioned ^ also. 

23. Also because (its) form is men- 
tioned (the passage under discussion refers 
to Brahman). 

Subsequent to the text quoted in the previous 
Sutra we have the following text, “The Person indeed 
is all this — sacrifice, knowledge, etc.” (Mu. 2. 3. ]()> 
which shows that “the source of all beings” referred 
to in the text under discussion, is none other than 
the Supreme Lord or Brahman, because it is the self 
of all beings. 

Topic 7: Vaisvdnara is Brahman. 

In the last topic a general quality like invisibility 
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•equally applicable to Brahman and the Pradhana was 
interpreted to refer to Brahman taking into consid- 
eration qualities like all-knuwingness etc. mentioned 
later on in the section. Following this argument the 
objector takes some texts for discussion and insists 
that the Vais van ar a referred to in them must be the 
ordinary fire in view of specifications like ‘‘the sup- 
port of sacrifice” mentioned later on. 

tssnsn:: il ii 

■?^r5rT; Vaisvanara because of the 

qualifying adjuncts to the common words (Vaisva- 
nara and self )• 

24. Vaisvanara (is Brahman), be- 
cause of the qualifying adjuncts to the 
common words Vaisvanara^ and ^Self). 

“But he who worships this Vaisvanara Self 
extending from heaven to the earth as identical with 
his own self, eats food in all beings, in all selves; 
of that Vaisvanara self Sutejas (heaven) is the head, 
the sun the eye”, etc. (Chh. 5. 18. 1-2). Now what 
is this Vaisvanara Self? ‘Vaisvanara’ generally 
means fire, the presiding deity of fire and the gastric 
:^re. ‘Self’ refers to both the individual soul and the 
Supreme Self. Which of these is referred to in the 
passage ? Whatever be the ordinary meaning of 
these two ’^ords, the Sutra says that here the Supreme 
Self is referred to, on account of the qualifying 
adjuncts to these words. The adjuncts are : 
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Heaven is the head of this Vaisvanara Self, 
the sun its eyes, etc., and this is possible only in 
the case of the Supreme Self. Again the result of 
meditation on this Vaisvanara Self having the parts 
stated is the attainment of all desires, and freedom 
from all sin. (Vide Chh. 5. 24. 8). This also can be 
true if the Highest Self is meant. Moreover the 
chapter begins with the inquiry, ^‘What is our Self.^ 
What is Brahman.^’’ — where the word ^Brahman’ is 
used in its primary sense, and so it is proper to 
think that the whole chapter delineates Brahman. 

li ii 

Described in the Smriti indicatory 

mark ^i^Tmust be because. 

25. Because that (cosmic form of the 
Supreme Lord) which is described in the 
Smriti must be an indicatory mark (from 
which we arrive at the meaning of this 
Sruti text under discussion). 

The Smritis are interpretations of Sruti texts. 
So where a doubt arises as to the meaning of a 
Sruti the former may be consulted to throw light on 
the subject. The Smriti describes the cosmic form of 
the Supreme Lord as, ‘‘He whose mouth is fire, whose 
head is heaven, . . . whose ears are the regions — ■ 
salutation to Him, whose body is the universe”, 
which agrees with the description in the text under 
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discussion. Hence we have to conclude that the 
Highest Lord h referred to in the text. 

srfsfSTSTiir %% ^r, 5wnr 

li II 

Because of the word and other reasons 
inside on account of (its) existing ^ and 

^ not if it be said ^ not so rr?n as such 

^?£r v^r[on account of the iiistruction to conceive 
it being impossible as person ^ also 

him ^ also (they) describe. 

26. If it be said that (Vaisvanara) 
is not (Brahman) because of the word 
(‘Vaisvanara’, which has a definite mean- 
ing, viz. gastric fire) and other reasons, 
and on account of its existing inside 
(which is true of gastric fire), (we say) not 
so, because there is the instruction to con- 
ceive (Brahman) as such (as the gastric 
fire), because it is impossible (for the 
gastric fire to have the heaven etc. for its 
head and other limbs) and also because 
(the Vajasaneyins) describe him (Vaisva- 
nara) as a person (which the gastric fire 
is not). 

Objection: The ordinary meaning of ‘Vaisva- 
nara' is fire and the Sruti also savs that it is seated 
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inside : who knows this Vaisvanara abiding 

within man’’ (Sat, Br. 10. 6. 1. 11), which applies 
to the gastric fire only. Hence it alone, and not 
Brahman, is referred to in the text under discussion. 

The Sutra refutes this objection firstly because 
the scripture here teaches the worship of Brahman 
in the gastric fire by way of meditation (Upasana), 
even as in the passage, ‘‘Let a man meditate on the 
mind as Brahman” (Chh. 3. 18. 1)> Secondly 
because the gastric fire cannot have heaven for its 
head, and so on. Thirdly because Vaisvanara is 
•eonceived as a person by the Vajasaneyins : “This 
.Agni Vaisvanara is a person” etc. (Sat. Br. 10. 6. 
1. 11). Hence ‘Vaisvanara’ here refers to Brahman, 
which is all-pervading and can also be conceived 
of as a person, 

3?^ g II 

^ ^ For the same reason ^ (is) not deity 
^ element and. 

27 . For the same reason (Vaisva- 
nara) is not the deity (fire) or the element 
(fire). 

For the same reason — as stated in the previous 
Sutra. 

iftrffr: II II 

Directly even no contradiction 

(so says) Jaimini. 
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28. Even (if by ‘Vaisvanara’ Brah- 
man is) directly (taken as the object of 
worship), there is no contradiction ; (so 
says) Jaimini. 

In the last Sutra it was explained that medita- 
tion on Brahman in the gastric hre, taking it as a 
symbol, was taught. This Sutra says that ‘Vaisva- 
nara ' can be taken directly to mean Brahman as an 
object of contemplation, for ‘Vaisvanara’ is the 
same as Visvanara, which means the universal man, 
Le, the all-pervading Brahman Itself. 

II || 

On account of manifestation ifh so 
(says) Asmarathya; 

29. On account of manifestation — so 
says Asmarathya. 

The reference to Vaisvanara in the text under 
discussion as extending from heavens to the earth is 
explained here. Even though the Lord is all-pervad- 
ing, yet He specially manifests Himself as extending 
from heaven to the earth for the sake of the devotees. 

For the purpose of constant remembrance 
(so says) Badari. 

30. For the purpose of constant 
remembrance — so says Badari. 
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The Highest Lord may be called ‘‘measured 
by a span” (to render the term ‘PrMesamatra’ 
differently), because He is remembered through the 
mind, which is seated in the heart, and the heart is 
of the size of a span. 

cim II || 

: Because of imaginary identity ’sftT so 
(says) Jaimini for so declares (the Sruti). 

31. Because of imaginary identity 
(the Supreme Lord may be called span 
long), so says Jaimini ; for so (the Sruti) 
declares. 

Sampat Upasana is a kind of meditation in which 
something is imagined as identical with something 
else on account of some kind of similarity or likeness. 
As, for example, when the cosmic being (Purusha) is 
worshipped through the identification of His different 
limbs with the different parts of the worshipper’s 
body from the top of the head to the chin. The head 
of the worshipper is heaven, the eyes the sun and 
the moon, and so on. In this meditation of the 
cosmic Person He is limited to the size of a span, 
the distance from the top of the head to the chin. 
Therefore, says Jaimini, in the text under discus- 
sion, the Supreme Lord is regarded as of the size 
of a span. 
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SCfTOJT^ II II 

Toach morcovfr ’t’?*!, this in this. 

32 . Moreover (the Jabalas) teach 
that this (Supreme Lord is to be meditated 
upon) in this (space between the head and 
the chin). 

See Jabala Upanishad 1. 

Sutras 27—32 justify the reference to the Supreme 
Lord by the term ^Pradesamatra’ ‘‘as extending 
from heaven to the earth’\ or “as measured by a 
span’’). 



CHAPTER I 
Section hi 

In the last section texts of doubtful import were 
interpreted to refer to Brahman, and in so doing the 
fact that Brahman is the one object of all devout 
ineditations helped us much. In this section some 
more texts of doubtful import are taken up for dis- 
cussion and are interpreted to refer to Brahman, 
and in this interpretation the fact that Brahman is 
the one object of knowledge is taken advantage of. 

Topic 1: The resting-place of heaven, earth, 
etc, is Brahman, 

In the last topic of the last section the word 
‘Vaisvanara’, which usually means the gastric fire, 
was interpreted as Brahman, in view of the words, 
‘‘Its he£id is heaven’’, occurring at the end of the 
text. Following this argument the opponent takes 
up for discussion a text where the word ‘immortal’ 
should refer to the Pradhana and not to Brahman, on 
account of the word ‘bridge’ which occurs at the end 
of the text. A bridge connects with something 
beyond, and as there can be nothing beyond 
Brahman, the word ‘bridge’ excludes Brahman, and 
so ‘immortal’ refers not to Brahman but to the 
Pradh&na. 
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The resting-place of heaven, 
earth, etc. on account of the word ‘Self’. 

1. The resting-place of heaven, earth,, 
etc. (is Brahman) on account of the word 
^Self’ (or on account of the actual words 
of the Sruti) (designating this resting- 
place). 

‘‘In Him heaven, the earth, and the sky are 
woven, as also the mind with all the senses. Know 
that Self alone and leave off other talk ! He is 
the bridge of Immortality” (Mu. 2. 2. 5). He who is 
spoken of as the abode, in whom the earth, heaven, 
etc. are woven is Brahman, on account of the term 
‘Self’, which is appropriate only if Brahman is refer- 
red to in the text and not Pradhana or Sutratman. 
Or there are actual texts in which Brahman is spoken 
of as the abode by terms properly designating 
Brahman. For example : “All these creatures, my 
dear, have their root, their abode, and their rest in 
the being” (Chh. G. 8. 4). It may also mean Brahman 
because in the texts preceding and following this one, 
i.c, in Mu. 2. 1. 10 and 2. 2. 11, Brahman is spoken of,, 
and so it is but proper to infer that It is also referred 
to in the intervening text, which is under discussion. 

From the text cited above, where mention is made 
of an abode and that which abides, and also from 
“Brahman indeed is all this” (Mu. 2. 2. 11) we are 
not to take that Brahman is of manifold, variegated. 
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nature, like a tree consisting of leaves, branches, etc. 
This would lead us to Pantheism, and Advaita does 
not uphold it. So in order to remove the possibility 
of such a doubt the passage under discussion, says, 
■^‘Know Him alone, the Self’’ i.e. know the Self alone 
and not that which abides in it, which is merely a 
product of Nescience and has to be set aside as false. 



To be attained by the liberated 
because of the statement. 

2. Because of the statement (in the 
scriptures) that that is to be attained by 
the liberated. 

A further reason is given to show that Brahman 
is meant in the passage under discussion. It is the 
goal of the liberated. Vide Mu. 2. 2. 9 ; 3. 2. 8. 
Therefore it can be Brahman alone. 

II ^ II 

^ Not what is inferred (Pradhana) 

owing to want of any term indicating it. 

3. (The abode of heaven etc.) is not 
what is inferred (Le. Pradhana), owing to 
want of any terra indicating it. 

The abode of heaven etc, cannot be the Pradhana, 
for there is no term indicative of it in the text, as we 
have ‘Self’ indicative of Brahman. There are no 
terms whatsoever referring to inert matter, but on the 
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other haiid there are terras indicating intelligence : 
“Who knows all, understands all” etc. (Mu. 1.1.9). 

II « II 

The living or individual soul also 

'not). 

4. (Nor) also the individual soul. 

The word ‘not’ has to be inferred from the previ- 

ous Sutra. 

Nor is it the individual soul, though it is an 
intelligent principle and can therefore be denoted by 
the word ^Self’ ; for it is iinpo5sible to conceive the 
individual soul as omniscient and as the resting-place 
of the whole universe. 

II 

On account of difference being men- 
tioned. 

5. (Also) on account of difference 
being mentioned (between the individual 
soul and the abode of heaven etc.). 

“Know Him alone as the Self,” says the text 
under discussion, thereby differentiating the individ- 
ual soul desirous of release and the abode of heaven 
•etc. as the knower and the thing to be known. 

Et^F5iTinri;.ll ^ II 

6. On account of the subject-matter. 
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The Upanishad begins with, ‘^What is that - 
(Mu. 1. 1. 4) and concludes by saying, ‘‘The knower 
of Brahman becomes Brahman’’ (Mu. 3. 2. 9), which 
shows that the subject-matter of the whole Upanishad 
from beginning to end is Brahman, and therefore it 
is the same Brahman which is spoken of as the abode 
of heaven etc. 


il ® II 

On account of remaining unattached 
and eating also. 

7, Also on account of (the mention 
of two conditions : ) remaining unattached 
and eating (which are the characteristics 
of the Supreme Self and the individual 
self respectively). 

“Two birds, inseparable friends, cling to the 
same tree. One of them eats the sweet fruit, the 
other looks on without eating*’ (Mu. 3. 1. 1). Here 
Brahman is described as the witness and the individ- 
ual soul as experiencing the fruits of good and evil 
actions and hence different from the other. This 
description, which distinguishes the two, can be apt 
only if the abode of heaven etc. is Brahman. Other- 
wise there will be no continuity of topic. Nor can we 
take this text as merely describing the nature of the 
individual soul, for the scriptures nowhere aim at 
describing the individual soul, which is known to 
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everyone as the agent, enjoyer, etc. Their aim is 
always to describe and establish Brahman which is 
not so known. 

Topic 2: The B human is Brahman, 

In the last section the abode of heaven etc. was 
interpreted as referring to Brahman on account of the 
word ^Self’ in the text The opponent now takes up 
for discussion another text, where the word ‘Self^ 
according to his view is used to denote Prana, the 
vital force, and not Brahman. See Chh. 7. 23 and 
24. The following Sutra however says that here also 
it is Brahman and not Prana. 

jjiT c ii 

The Bhuman after or beyond the 

state of deep sleep, ( here, the vital force ) 
because of the teaching. 

8. The Bhuman (is Brahman) 
because it is taught after the state of 
deep sleep {i.e. after Prana or the vital 
force, which alone functions even in that 
state). 

In the seventh chapter of the Chhandogya Upa- 
nishad, Sanatkumara teaches Narada several truths. 
He begins with ^name’ and goes higher and higher, 
till he teaches the highest truth, which is Bhuman. 
*‘The Bhuman (infinite) is bliss. . . . The Bhuman 
you should seek to understand. . . . Where one sees 
7 
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nothing else, hears nothing else, understands nothing 
else, that is the Bhuman’’ (Chh. 7. 28 and 7. 24. 1). 
The question is, what does this Bhuman refer to. The 
opponent holds that it is the vital force. He argues 
as follows : After Sanatkumara finished teaching 
every truth from name up to the vital force, Narada 
asks him, ‘Hs there anything higher than this?’^ — to 
which Sanatkumara answers, ‘‘Yes, there is,’’ and 
takes up the next higher truth. But after being 
taught about the vital force Narada does not ask 
whether there is any higher truth, and yet Sanat- 
kumara gives this dissertation on the Bhuman — which 
shows that this Bhuman is not different from the vital 
force taught already. Not only that, he calls the 
knower of the vital force an Ativadin (one who 
makes a statement surpassing previous statements), 
thereby showing that the vital force is the highest 
truth, and in accordance with this he further eluci- 
dates the truth as Bhuman. 

This Sutra refutes this argument and says that 
Bhuman is Brahman, for though the Sutra calls the 
knower of vital force an Ativadin, yet it says, “But 
he indeed is an Ativadin who is such through the 
realization of the Truth” (Chh. 7.16.1), which clearly 
shows that it refers to something higher than the vital 
force, knowing which one becomes truly an Ativftdin. 
Thus it is clear that a new topic about Brahman which 
is the highest Truth is begun, though N&rada does 
not ask whether there is any truth higher than 
the vital force. Sanatkum&ra, in accordance with 
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Narada’s desire to be an Alivadin through Truth, now 
leads him by a series of steps to the knowledge of the 
Bhuman, showing that this Bhuman is Brahman. 
Moreover, if the vital force, says the Sutra, were the 
Bhuman, then the Srut’ would not give any informa- 
tion about it— as it does in Chh. 7. 24. 1 cited above 
— beyond what it has already given in section 15. 

vwffqtRTsr n ^ 11 

Because the qualities are appropriate 

^ and. 

9. And because the qualities (men- 
tioned in the texts) are appropriate (only 
in the case of Brahman). 

The qualities referred to are : Truth, resting on 
its own greatness, non-duality, bliss, all-pervading- 
ness, immortality, etc., mentioned in the text under 
discussion, which hold good only in the case of Brah- 
man and not of the vital force, which is but an effect 
and as such cannot possess any of these qualities. 
Moreover the chapter begins thus : “The knower of 
the Self goes beyond misery’’, which shows that the 
Self or Brahman is the subject to be known. It is 
therefore delineated in the subsequent texts. 

Topic S: Akshara is Brahman. 

In the previous section because the epithet 
^Truth’ is generally applied to Brahman, the Bhuman 
was interpreted as Brahman. Following the same 
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argument the opponent holds that the word ^Akshara’ 
should mean the syllable ‘Om’ in the texts to be taken 
up for discussion in this section, for ‘Akshara’^ 
generally means word or syllable. 

II ^0 II 

The Akshara ( because ) it 

supports all up to Akasa (ether). 

10. The Akshara (the Imperishable) 
(is Brahman) beeause it supports (every- 
thing) up to Akasa (ether). 

Gargi, the Brahmanas call this Akshara” etc.. 
(Brih. 3. 8. 8). Here the question is whether 

‘Akshara’ means the syllable ‘Om’ or Brahman. The 
doubt arises because ‘Akshara’ etymologically means 
a syllable and therefore commonly represents the 
syllable ‘Om’, which is also an object of meditation. 
The Sutra however says ‘Akshara’ here stands for 
Brahman. Why.^ For the text says, “In that 
Akshara, O Gargi, is the ether woven like warp and 
woof” (Brih. 8. 8. 11). This attribute of supporting 
everything, even the Akasa, the first entity in the 
order of creation, can be true only of Brahman. 
Then again “ it is neither gross nor minute, neither 
short nor long” etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 8) shows that all 
relative qualities are absent in it. Therefore the 
‘Akshara’ is Brahman. 
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i\ II 

?[t This (supporting) ^ also because of the 

command. 

11. Because of the command (attri- 
buted to Altshara) this (supporting) (’Can 
be the work of the Highest Self only and 
not of the Pradhana). 

‘ Under the mighty rule of that Immutable 
(Akshara)j O Gargi, the sun and the moon are held 
in their positions*’ (Brih. 3. S. 9). This command or 
rulership cannot be the work of the non-intelligent 
Pradhana. So the Pradhana cannot be the ‘Akshara’ 
which supports everything up to Akasa. 

; Because the qualities of any other 
than Brahman have been negated ^ also. 

12. And because the qualities of any 
other than Brahman have been negated 
(by the Sruti). 

All other qualities referred to in the text, as, for 
example, seeing, hearing, thinking, knowing, etc. 
(Brih. 3. 8. 11) point to a conscious principle and 
therefore negate the Pradhana etc. Nor can it be the 
individual soul, which is not free from limiting ad- 
juncts as the Akshara is described. 
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Topic 4; The Highest Person to be meditated upon 
is the Highest Brahman, 

In the last section the word ‘Akshara’, though it 
generally means syllable, was interpreted to refer to 
Brahman on account of the characteristic quality of 
supporting everything and we had to go to the etymo- 
logical meaning of the word Akshara viz, that which 
does not perish or undergo change i.e. Brahman. 
Similarly in the text to be taken up for discussion 
the opponent holds that on account of the attainment 
of Brahmaloka as the result of the meditation we have 
to take by the Highest Person the Lower Brahman 
or Hiranyagarbha which is relatively speaking higher, 
and not the Higher Brahman. 



Object of seeing because of his 

being mentioned W, he. 

13. Becausfe of his being mentioned 
as an object of (the act of) seeing, he (who 
is to be meditated upon is Brahman). 

‘‘Again he who meditates with the syllable ‘Om^ 
of three Matras (A-u-m), on the Highest Person’’ 
etc. (Pr. 5. 5). A doubt arises whether the Highest 
Brahman or the Lower Brahman is meant, because, 
in 5. 2 both are mentioned, and also because Brahma- 
loka is described as the fruit by the worship of this 
Highest Person. The Sutra says that this Highest 
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Person is the Highest Brahman and not Hiranya- 
garbha (the Lower Brahman). Why? Because the 
ppragraph ends thus : ‘‘He sees the Highest 
Person/’ which shows that he realizes or actually gets 
identified with the Highest Person. It is not a mere 
imagination but an actuality, for the object of an act 
of seeing is an actuality, as we find from experience. 
But Hiranyagarbha is an imaginary being, since it is 
a product of ignorance. Hence the Highest Person 
means the Highest Brahman, which is a reality, and 
this very Brahman is taught at the beginning of the 
paragraph as the object of meditation, for it is not 
possible to realize one entity by meditating on another. 

The attainment of Brahma^ oka by the worshipper 
should not be regarded as an insignificant fruit of the 
worship of the Highest Person, for it is a step in 
gradual emancipation (Krama Mukti). First he 
attains this Loka and then final beatitude. 

Topic 5: The ^srnall Akdsa* is Brahman, 

In the previous section the epithet ‘Highest 
Person,’ being generally used with reference to the 
Highest Brahman, was taken to mean that. The 
opponent now follows this argument and wants to 
interpret the word ‘Akasa’ occurring in the texts to 
be. taken up for discussion in this section, as ether, 
that being the ordinary meaning of the word. 

II II 

Small because of subsequent texts. 
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14 The small (Akasa) (is Brahman) 
because of subsequent texts (which give 
ample indication to that effect). 

“Now there is in this city of Brahman (the body) 
a small lotus-like palace (the heart), and in it a small 
Akasa. What exists within that small Akasa is to 
be sought, that is to be understood” (Chh. 8. 1. 1). 
Here the "small Akasa’ is Brahman and does not 
mean ether, though it is the ordinary meaning of the 
word; nor does it mean the Jiva or individual soul, 
though there is the qualification ‘small’, which may 
show that it is a limited something. Why ? Because 
the characteristics of Brahman occur later on in the 
text, “As large as this (external) ether is, so large is 
that Akasa within the heart” (Chh. 8. 1. 3), which 
clearly shows it is not actually small. Again Akasa 
cannot be compared with itself, nor can the limited 
individual soul be compared with the all-pervading 
ether. Therefore the two are precluded. Then we 
have the characteristics of Brahman. “Both the 
earth and heaven are contained in it” (Ibid. 8. 1. 3), 
which shows that this Akasa is the support of the 
whole world. “It is the Self, free from sin, free from 
old age” etc. (Ibid. 8.1.5), all of which are distinctly 
qualities of the Highest Brahman. 

^ ^ II II 

From going and the word likewise 

it is seen indicatory sign ^ and. 
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15. The small Akasa (is Brahman) 
on account of goinjs (into Brahman) and 
of the word (Brahmaloka) ; it (i.e. the 
individual soul’s going into Brahman) is 
likewise seen (from other Sruti texts) ; 
and (the daily going) is an indicatory sign 
(by which we can interpret the word 
Brahmaloka). 

This Sutra gives further reasons that the ‘small 
Akasa’ is Brahman, 

“All these creatures day after day go into 
this Brahmaloka {i,e, they art merged in Brahman 
while fast asleep) and yet do not discover it” etc. 
(Chh. 8. 3. 2). This text shows that in deep sleep all 
Jivas go daily into the- ‘small Akasa’, called here 
Brahmaloka (the world of Brahman), thus showing 
that the ‘small Akasa’ is Brahman. In other Sruti 
texts also we find that this going of the individual 
soul into Brahman in deep sleep is mentioned : “He 
becomes united with the Real (Sat), he is merged in 
his own self” (Chh. 0. 8. 1). The word ‘Brahmaloka’ 
is to be interpreted as Brahman Itself, and not as the 
world of Brahma, because of the indicatory sign ii| 
the text where it is said that the soul goes to this 
world every day, for it is not possible to go to the 
world of Brahma every day. 



On account of the supporting ( of the world 
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by the Akasa ) moreover ^ this greatness 
Brahman being seen, 

16. Moreover on account of the 
supporting (of the world by the small 
Akasa it is Brahman) for this greatness 
is seen in this (Brahman only from other 
scriptural texts). 

“That Self is a bank, a limiting support, so that 
these worlds may not get confounded’’, (Chh. 8. 4. 1) 
— in which text is seen the glory of the ‘small 
Akasa’ by way of holding the worlds asunder. It is 
learnt beyond doubt from other texts that this great- 
ness of supporting belongs to Brahman alone : 
“Under the mighty rule of that Immutable (Akshara), 
O Gargi, the sun and moon are held in their positions” 
(Brih. 3. 8. 9). See also Ibid. 4. 4. 22. 

It ^0 II 

Hf%%: Because of the well-known ( meaninf' ) ^ 
also. 

17. Also because of the well-known 
meaning (of Akasa as Brahman the ‘small 
Akasa’ is Brahman). 

“Akasa is the revealer of all names and forms” 
(Chh. 8. 14. 1) ; “All these beings take their rise from 
Akasa alone” (Chh. 1. 9. 1). In all these passages 
‘Ak^sa’ stands for Brahman. 
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Because of the reference to the other 
( i e. the individual soul ) fl; he ( the individual 
soul ) if it be said *1 no on account of 

impossibility. 

18 . Because of the reference to the 
other (Le. the individual soul in a comple- 
men tary passage) if it be said that he (the 
individual soul) (and not Brahman i& 
meant by the ‘small Akasa’), (we say) 
no, on account of the impossibility (of 
such an assumption). 

‘•Now that being, the individual soul (Jiva) in 
deep s>eep, which having risen above this earthly 
body” etc. (Chh. 8. 3. 4), Since in this complemen- 
tary passage the individual soul is referred to, one 
may say that the ‘small Akasa’ of Chh. 8. 1. 1 is also 
the individual soul. It cannot be ; for a comparison 
is made in Chh. 8. 1. 3 between the ‘small Akasa’ 
and the ether, which would be absurd if by ‘small 
Akasa’ Jiva were meant, because there can be no 
comparison between a thing that is limited like the 
individual soul and the all-pervading ether. The 
attributes like ‘free from evil’ of this Ak^sa, referred 
to in the passage under discussion, cannot be true of 
the individual soul. So Brahman is meant in that 
passage.. 
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HUH 

From subsequent texts ( in the chapter ) 
%[if with its real nature made manifest 

g but- 

19. If (it be said) that from sub- 
sequent texts (which contain references 
tQ the Jiva, ‘small Akasa’ means the 
Jiva) (we say) but (that reference to the 
Jiva is in so far as its) real nature (as 
non-different from Brahman) is made 
manifest. 

An objection is again raised to justify that 
the ‘small Akasa’ refers to the individual soul. In 
Chh. in the later sections, viz. sections 7-11 of chapter 
8, the different states of the individual soul are men- 
tioned. Section 7 begins thus : “That self which is 
free from sin . . . is -what is to be searched” etc. 
Then we have, “That ’person who is seen in the eye 
(the individual soul) is the self” (Chh. 8. 7. 4) ; “He 
who moves glorified in dreams is the self” (Chh. 
8.10.1). “When a being is thus asleep, drawn in, per- 
fectly serene, and sees no dreams, that is the self” 
(Chh. 8.11.1). And in each of these descriptions of the 
self we have for it the qualifying terms, ‘immortal and 
fearless’, which show that it is free from evil. It is 
clear that here the individual soul is meant, and not 
the Supreme Lord, for the latter is free from these 
three states viz. waking, dream, and deep sleep; and 
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it is also said to be free from evil. Therefore ‘small 
Akasa’ in the preceding section refers to the soul 
and not to the Supreme Lord. 

This Sutra refutes this and says that the refer- 
ence is to the individual soul in its real nature as 
identical with Brahman and not to the individual soul 
as such. “As soon as it has approached the highest 
light it appears in its own form. It (then) is the 
Highest Purusha” (Chh. 8. 12. 3). It is only as noii- 
diffeient from Brahman that the Jiva is free from 
evil etc. and not as the individual soul. 

!! Ro II 

For a different purpose ^ and refe- 

rence. 

20. And the reference (to the individ- 
ual scul) is for a different purpose. 

The detailed reference to the three states of the 
individual soul (Jiva) is meant not to establish the 
nature of the individual soul as such, but to show^ 
finally its real nature, which is non-different from 
Brahman. 

II II 

Because of the Sruti declaring its small- 
ness ^<7 if it be said that has already 

been explained. 

21. If it be said that because the 
Sruti declares the limitedness (of this 
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Akasa, therefore it cannot refer to the 
all-pervading Brahman) ; (we say) that 
has already been explained (as having 
reference to devout meditation only. 
Vide 1. 2. 7). 

Topic 6: That which shining, everything shines is 
Brahman. 

' In the last section, in the text quoted (Chh. 8. 
12. 8) there is mention of ‘the highest light’. This 
section is introduced to prove that what was referred 
to as ‘light’ is Brahman, and for this other texts are 
taken up for discussion in which this ‘light’ is men- 
tioned. 

^ II II 

Because of the acting after Its and. 

22. Because of the acting after (i.e. 
shining after) (That which shining, every- 
thing else shines) and (because by) Its 
(light everything else is lighted). 

“There the sun does not shine, nor the moon 
^ . . It shining, everything else shines after It, by 
Its light all this is lighted” (Mu. 2. 2. 11). Here ‘It’ 
Tefers to the Supreme Brahman, the pure Conscious- 
ness, and not to any material light besides the sun 
.and the moon. It is absurd to say that one light 
is lighted by another. Nor do we know of any 
material light besides the sun that can light it. ‘It 
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shining, everything else shines’ shows that it is the 
principle of Ini exigence which shines first of alL ‘By 
Its light ail this is lighted’ shows that it is the light 
of Intelligence, Consciousness or Brahman which illu- 
mines the whole world, luminous and non -luminous. 
That Brahman is self-luminous we learn from texts 
like, “It is the light ol lights.” 

^ II II 

^ Moreover the Smriti states. 

23. Moreover the Smriti states (It to 

be the universal light). 

“That the sun illumines not” etc. (Gita 15. 6) 
and also “The light which residing in the sun illu- 
mines the whole world, that which is in the moon and 
in the lire — know that light to be Mine” (Gita 15. 12). 

Section 7: The person of the size of a thumb is 
Brahman, 

afira: n \\ 

From the word itself nftw: measured. 

24. From the very word (Xord’ by 

which it is referred to in the text) (the 
being) measured (by the size of the thumb 
is Brahman). 

“The being of the size of a thumb, resides in the 
centre of tke body. (Knowing that) Lord of the 
past and future, one does not seek to hide oneself 
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any more. This is That’’ (Kath. 2. 4. 12). The being 
referred to is Brahman, because he is spoken of as 
the Lord or ruler of the past and future. It cannot 
be the individual soul, though the limitation in size 
and residence in the centre of the body by themselves 
might be more applicable in its case. Moreover in 
reply to the request of Nachiketas who wanted to 
know Brahman, Yama refers to this being of the size 
of a thumb thus ; ^‘That which you wanted to know 
is this.” 

g II 11 

With reference to the heart but 
man (alone) being entitled. 

25. But with reference to (the space 
in) the heart (the Highest Brahman is said 
to be of the size of a thumb) ; (and 
because) man alone is entitled (to the 
study of the Vedas). 

How could the all-pervading Brahman be of the 
size of a thumb, as stated by the previous Sutra ? 
Because the space in the heart is of the size of a 
thumb, therefore Brahman, with reference to Its 
abiding within that space, is described as being of the 
size of a thumb. Since Brahman abides within the 
heart of all living creatures, why is the ‘thumb’ used 
as a standard ? Because man alone is entitled to the 
study of the Vedas and to the different Upasanas of 
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Brahman prescribed in them, therefore it is with 
reference to him that the thumb- is used as the 
standard of measurement. 

Topic 8: The right of the gods to the study 
of the Vedas. 

Above them also Badardyana 

because ( it is ) possible. 

26. (Beings) above them (men) also 
(are entitled to the study of the Vedas) 
because (it is) possible (for them also to 
attain Knowledge according to) Bada- 
rayana. 

In Cutras 26-38 there is a digression from the 
main topic in the Section. A doubt may arise from 
the previous Sutra that as it is said that men alone 
are entitled to the study of the Vedas, the gods are 
thereby debarred. To remove this doubt this Sutra 
is given. The gods are also entitled to it, according 
to Badardyana. How } Because it is possible for 
them also — since they too are corporeal beings — ^to 
have a desire for Brahmaloka or for final illumination 
and also to possess the necessary requisites (the fomr- 
fold qualification) for such illumination. In the Sruti 
also we find Jndra and other gods living the life 
of Brahmacharya for attaining this knowledge of 
Brahman. For instance, Chh, 8. II. 8; also Taitt. 


8 
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3. 1, where the god Varuna is said to have possessed 
that Knowledge which he teaches to his son Bhrigu, 

iRvSIl 

Contradiction to sacrifices if it 

be said *1 not ; the assumption of many 

(forms) because it is found (in the scriptures). 

27. If it be said (that the corporeality 
of the gods would involve) a contradiction 
to sacrifices ; (we say) no, because we find 
(in the scriptures) the assumption (by the, 
gods) of many (forms at one and the same 
time). 

If gods possess bodies, then it would not be possi- 
ble for one and the same god to be present in sacri- 
fices performed simultaneously at different places. 
This is the objection, which is refuted by the latter 
part of the Sutra on the ground that the gods, like 
the Yogis, owing to their Yoga powers are capable of 
assuming several forms (Kayavyuha) simultaneously. 
See Chh. 7. 26. 2. Again as a sacrifice consists in 
making offerings by the sacrificer to some divinity, 
many persons at the same time may make such offer- 
ings to a single divinity, even as many persons can at 
the same time salute a single person. 

^05^ 

flrnnwiTJ^ii ii 
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With regal d to ( Vedic ) words ffil if it be 
said no from these (words) because of 

the creation from direct perception 

and inference. 

28 . If it be .said (that the corpo- 
reality of the gods would involve a 
contradiction) with regard to (Vedic) 
words, (we say) no, because of the creation 
(of the world together with the gods) from 
these (words), (as is known) from direct 
perception (Sruti) and inference (Smriti). 

A further objection is raised with respect to the 
corporeality of the gods. If they have a body, they 
too like men would be subject to births and deaths. 
Now all ^he words in the Vedas according to Purva 
Mimamsa are eternal. So also every word has for its 
counterpart a form, an object which it denotes. The 
relation between a name or word and form (the 
object) is eternal. The word or name, its object, and 
their relation are eternal verities. Now in the Vedas 
we find words like Indra, Varuna, etc. — the names 
of the gods. If these gods are not eternal, since they 
possess bodies, then these words cannot have their 
eternal counterpart, the object. So the eternity and 
authoritativeness of the Vedas, which are based on 
the eternal relation between the word and its object, 
would be a myth. This is the main objection. It is 
answered thus. Each word of the Vedas has an 
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objective counterpart, which is not an individual but 
a type. The word ‘cow% for instance, has for its 
counterpart the object, which is a type and as such 
is eternal and does not depend on the birth or death 
of individuals belonging to that type. Similar is the 
case with words like Indra, Varuna, etc. Words re- 
presenting the gods etc. have for their counterpart 
objects that are types and not individuals. Again 
Indra is the name of any one who would occupy that 
exalted position, like the word ‘king’ in ordinary 
parlance. So there is no contradiction to Vedic 
words. As a matter of fact, the world including the 
gods etc. have originated from Vedic words. This 
does not mean that the Vedic words constitute the 
material cause of these things, which Brahman alone 
is, as stated in Sutra 1. 1. 2. What then is meant? 
According to Indian philosophy the universe and its 
objects have both name and form as the conditions 
of their manifestation. There can be no mental stq^te 
(Chitta-vritti) unc6nditioned by name and form. 
The thought wave first manifests as a word and then 
as the more concrete form. The idea is the essence, 
and the form is, as it were, the outer crust. What is 
true of the individual mind is also true of the cosmic 
mind. In this sense only is the world said to be 
created, rather manifested, from the Vedic words. 
This is endorsed by the Sruti and Smriti. In the 
Vedas it is said that the Lord uttered different words 
before creating different types of beings. Vide 
Brih. 1. 2. 4. “The several names, actions, and con- 
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ditions of all things He shaped in the beginning from 
the words of the Vedas** (Manu 1.21). 

II 

From this very reason ^ also the 

ete^nit3^ 

29. From this very reason also 
(results) the eternity (of the Vedas). 

Since the objects are eternal, that is, gods etc. 
as types are eternal, the Vedic words are eternal. 
This establishes the eternal nature of the Vedas. 
The Vedas were not written by anybody. They are 
impersonal and eternal. The Rishis only discovered 
them but were not authors of the Vedic texts. ‘‘By 
means of their past good deeds (the priests) attained 
the capacity to understand the Vedas ; (then) they 
found them dwelling in the Rishis*’ (Rig-Veda 
10.71.3), which shows that the Vedas are eternal. 



II \0 11 


Because of similar names and 
forms ^ and in the revolving of the world 

cycles even no contradiction from 

the. Sruti from the Smriti ^ and. 

30. And because of the sameness of 
names anii forms (in every fresh cycle) 
there is no contradiction (to the eternity 
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of the Vedic words) even in the revolving 
of the world cycles, as is seen from the 
Sruti and the Smriti. 

An objection is raised. Since at the end of a 
cycle everything is completely destroyed and creation 
begins afresh at the beginning of the next cycle, there 
is a break in the continuity of existence ; so even as 
types the gods are not eternal. This upsets the 
eternal relation of Vedic words and the objects they 
represent, and consequently the eternity of the Vedas 
and their authority fall to the ground. This Sutra 
refutes it. Just as a person after waking from deep 
sleep finds no break in the continuity of existence, so 
also in the state of Pralaya (e:|d of a cycle) the world 
is in a potential state — ^in seed form — in ignorance, 
and not completely destroyed; at the beginning of 
the next cycle it is again manifested into a gross form 
with all the previous variety of names and forms. 
As the world does ngt become absolutely non-existent, 
the eternity of the relation between Vedic words and 
their objects is not contradicted, and consequently 
the authoritativeness of the Vedas remains. This 
eternal existence of the world in gross and fine forms 
alternatively and the similarity of the names and 
forms are brought out by the Sruti and Smriti texts. 
‘^As formerly the Lord ordered the sun and the moon, 
heaven,, earth, the sky^^ etc. (Rig-Veda 10. 190. 8). 

II II 
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In Madhu Vidya etc. on account 

of the impossibility disqualification SifVrfiT: 

Jaimini ( is of opinion ). 

31. On account of the impossibility 
(of the gods) being qualified for Madhu 
Vidya etc. Jairnini (is of opinion that 
the gods) are not qualified (either for 
Upasanas or tor the knowledge of 
Brahman). 

In many of the Upasanas (devout meditations) 
a person is asked to meditate on the self of some god 
or other. For example, in Madhu Vidya one is to 
meditate on the sun as honey (something helpful). 
Such a meditation will be impossible for the sun-god. 
Hence in Upasanas where one has to meditate on the 
self of certain gods, these divinities themselves would 
naturally be disqualified ; for the same person cannot 
be both the object of meditation and the worshipper. 
So Jaimini thinks that the gods are not qualified for 
these devout meditations or for the knowledge of the 
Supreme Brahman, 

SITSnsSt II II 

As mere spheres of light WW because 
( used ) in the sense and. 

32. Arid (the gods are not qualified 
for Vidyas) because (the words ‘sun’, 
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‘moon’, etc., spoken of as gods) are used 
in the sense of mere spheres of light. 

A further objection is given. There is no proof 
as to the existence of gods with hands, feet, etc., and 
with desires — which would qualify them for medita- 
tions and Knowledge. These are mere ilames of 
planets and luminary objects and as such are 
material inert things. Consequently they are not 
qualified for any kind of Vidya (meditation) pre- 
scribed in the scriptures. 

g srr^iPPJi:, f|[ \\ \\ \\ 

wi^ The existence ( of qualification ) g but 
( sage ) Badarayana { maintains ) tife does 
exist because. 

33. But Badarayana (maintains) the 
existence (of qualification on the part of 
the gods for the knowledge of Brahman), 
because (all those causes like body, 
desires, etc., which qualify one for such 
knowledge) do exist (in the case of the 
gods). 

Badarayana thinks that besides the luminary 
orbs like the sun, moon, etc., each of them has a 
presiding deity of that name with body, intelligence, 
desires, etc., and as such there being all the causes 
which can qualify them for the Upasanas and Supreme 
Knowledge, the gods also are entitled to them. The 
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fact that the sun-god cannot be entitled to Madhu 
Vidya because he cannot meditate on the sun, i.e, 
himself, does not disqualify him for other devout 
meditations or for the knowledge of Brahman. 
Similar is the case with other gods. 

Topic 0: 7'he right of the Sudras to the study 
of the Vedas discussed. 

^ II II 

^ Grief his from hearing his 

( the Rishi^s ) contemptuous words ( grief ) 

owing to his approaching is referred to 
ff because. ^ 

34. Ilis (King Janasruti’s) grief 
(arose) from hearing the contemptuous 
words (of the Rishi in the form of a swan) ; 
owing to his ajjproaching (Raikva over- 
whelmed with) that (grief) (Raikva called 
him Sudra) ; because it (the grief) is 
referred to (by Raikva, who could read 
his mind). 

In the previous Sutra it has been shown that 
the gods are entitled to the Vedas and Knowledge. 
This Sutra discusses whether the Sudras are entitled 
to them or not. Since, like the gods, the Sudras also 
are possessed of a body, strength, and desires, it 
naturally follows that they too are entitled. In 
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Chhandogya 4.2.5 Raikva at first calls Janasruti, a 
Sudra, when he comes for instruction with presents, 
which are refused. But when he appears a second 
time, Raikva again calls him a Sudra, but this time 
accepts his presents and teaches him. So it is 
maintained that the Sudras also are qualified for 
Knowledge. 

This Sutra refutes the view and denies the right 
to the study of the Vedas for a Sudra by caste, since 
the word ‘Sudra’ occurring in the text referred to 
does not denote a Sudra by birth, which is its con- 
ventional meaning, for Janasruti was a Kshatriya 
king (Chh. 4. 1. 3). Here we must take the etymo- 
logical meaning of the word, which is “He rushed 
into grief’*’ or “He in his grief immediately approached 
Raikva.” The following Sutra also shows that he 
was a Kshatriya. 





( His ) Kshatriyahood being known ^ 
and later on by the indicatory sign 

( of his being mentioned ) along with a descendant 
of Chitraratha ( a Kshatriya ), 

35. And because the Kshatriyahood 
(of Janasruti) is known later on by the 
indicatory sign (of his being mentioned) 
along with a descendant of Chitraratha (a 
Kshatriya). 
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Jaiiasruti is mentioned with the Kshatriya 
Chaitraratha Abhi}>ratarin in connection with the 
sam^ Vidya, and so we can infer that Janasruti also 
was a Kshatriya, for as a rule equals alone are 
mentioned together. 

!l II 

Purificatory ceremonies being men- 
tioned its absence beingjldeclared '*! 

and. 

36 . Because purificatory ceremonies 
are mentioned (in the case of the twice- 
born) and their absence are declared (in 
the case of the Sudras). 

Purificatory ceremonies like Upanayana etc. are 
declared bv the scriptures to be a necessary condition 
of the study of all kinds of knowledge or Vidya ; but 
these are meant only for the higher castes. Their 
absence in the case of the Sudras is repeatedly 
declared in the scriptures. ‘‘Sudras do not incur sin 
(by eating prohibited food), nor have they any 
purificatory rights” etc. (Manu 10. 12. 6). Conse- 
quently they are not entitled to the study of the 
Vedas. 



On the ascertainment of the absence 
of that ( Sudrahood ) and from inclina- 

tion. 



m BHAHMA-SUTRAS [1.8.87 

37. And because the inclination (on 
the part of Gautama to impart Knowledge 
is seen only) on the ascertainment of the 
absence of Sudrahood (in Jabala Satya- 
kama). 

That Sudras are not qualified is known also from 
the fact that great teachers like Gautama made sure 
before imparting Knowledge that disciples like 
Jabala Satyakama were not Sudras. See Chh. 4. 4. 5. 

II ii 

Because of the prohibition 
of hearing, studying, and understanding in the 
Smriti and. 

38. And because of the prohibition in 
the Smriti of hearing and studying (the 
Vedas) and knowing their meaning and 
performing Vedic rites (to Sudras, they 
are not entitled to the knowledge of 
Brahman). 

Sutras 34-38 disqualify the Sudra for the knowl- 
edge of Brahman through the study of the Vedas. 
But it is possible for them to attain that knowledge 
through the Puranas and the epics (Rdmayana and 
Mahabharata). 

The digression begun from Sutra 26 ends here 
and the general topic is again taken up. 
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Topic lO : The Pmna in which everything trembles 
ts Brahman, 

In topic 7 it was proved that the reference to 
the Jiva was to inculcate the knowledge of Brahman, 
as the former is really identical with Brahman. But 
in the text to be discussed ^Prana’ cannot refer to 
Brahman, a.'s such identity is not possible — this seems 
to be the line cf thinking of the opponent, who there- 
fore takes up this topic for discussion. 

II II 

On account of vibration. 

39. (Praiia is Brahman) on account 
of the vibration (spoken of the whole 
world). 

‘‘Whatever there is in the whole world has come 
out of and trembles in the Prana” etc. (Kath. 2. 6. 2). 
Here ‘Prana^ is Brahman and not the vital force. 
Why } First because of the context, since Brahman 
is the topic in the previous and subsequent texts. 
Again “The whole wwld trembles in Prana” — in 
this we have reference to an attribute of Brahman, 
It being the abode of the whole world. It is the 
cause of the life of the whole world including the 
Prana. Lastly, immortality is declared to him who 
knows this Prana, and ‘Prana’ is also often used to 
denote Brahman in the Sruti. 
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Topic 11 : The Hight^ is Brahman. 

In the last topic ‘Prana’ was taken to mean 
Brahman from the context. But in the text taken 
up for discussion in this topic, there is no such 
context by which ‘light’ can be taken to be Brahman 
— sc says the opponent. 

Light on account of (Brahman) being 

seen. 

40. Light (is Brahman) on account of 
(Brahman) being seen (as the subject of 
the texts). 

“Thus does that serene being, arising from the 
body, appear in its own form as soon as it has 
approached the highest light” (Chh. 8. 12. 3). Here 
‘highest light’ stands for Brahman. Why } Because 
Brahman is the subject of the whole section. The 
‘highest light’ is alSo called the Highest Person in 
that text itself later on. Freedom from the body 
is said to belong to that being which is one with this 
‘light’. Disembodied state or Freedom can arise 
only from being identified with Brahman, 

Topic 12: The Akdsa ichich reveals names 
and jorms is Brahman. 

Akasa because it is 

declared to be something different etc. 
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41, Akasa (is Brahman) because it 
is declared to be something different etc. 
(from names and forms and yet their 
revealer). 

‘‘That which is called Akasa is the revealer of 
all names and forms. That within which these names 
and forms are, is Brahman, the immortal, the Self” 
(Chh. 8.14.1). 

Here ‘Akasa’ is Brahman. Why ? Because 
names and forms are said to be within this Akasa, 
which is therefore difierent from these. In this 
phenomenal world everything is conditioned by name 
and form, and Brahman alone is beyond them. 
Akasa is said to be the revealer of names and forms; 
and as the Inner Ruler of the whole world of names 
and forms it cannot be anything else but Brahman. 
Moreover, epithets like ‘Infinite’, ‘Immortal’, ‘Self’ 
also show that ‘Akasa’ here refers to Brahman. 

Topic The Self conaisting of knoidedge 

is not the individual soul hut Brahman. 

In the previous topic because Akasa was spoken 
of as different from names and forms, it was taken as 
Brahman. This argument is objected to by the 
opponent, who cites that even difference is spoken 
of with respect to the individual soul and Brahman, 
who are really identical. So this topic is taken up 
for discussion. 
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II MR II 

In deep sleep and death as 

different. 


42. Because of the Supreme Self being 
shown as different (from the individual 
soul) in the states of deep sleep and death. 

In the sixth chapter of the Brihadaranyaka 
Upanishad, in reply to the question, ‘‘Which is that 
Self’’ (4. 3. 7), a lengthy exposition of the nature of 
the Self is given. The question is whether the Self 
is the Supreme Self or the individual soul. This Sutra 
says it is the Supreme Self. Wby.^ Because it is 
shown to be different from the individual self in the 
state of deep sleep and at the time of death. “This 
person, embraced by the supremely intelligent Self, 
knows nothing that is without or within” (Brih. 
4. 3. 21), which shows that in deep sleep the ‘person’ 
which represents the individual soul, is different from 
the Supreme Self, called here the supremely intelligent 
Self. 

The ‘person’ is the individual soul, because the 
absence of the knowledge of exernal things and things 
within in deep sleep can be predicated only of the 
individual soul, which is the knower, and the 
supremely intelligent Self is Brahman because such 
intelligence can be predicated of Brahman ouly. 
Similarly at the time of death. Brih. 4. 3. 85). 
Therefore Brahman is the chief topic in this section. 
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The extensive discourse on the individual soul in 
this section is not to establish its Jivahood, but to 
show that it is in reality not different from Brahman, 

II II 

43. On account of words like ‘Lord’ 
etc. (the Self in the text under discussion 
is the Supreme Self). 

Epithets like ‘Lord% ^Ruler% etc. aro applied^ to 
the ^Self’ discussed in the text (Vide Brih. 4. 4. 22), 
and these are apt only in the case of Brahman, for 
these epithets show that the thing spoken of is beyond 
bondage. So the word ‘Self’ denotes the Supreme 
Self and not the Jiva. 


9 



CHAPTER I 
Section iv 

In topic 5, section 1, it has been shown that as 
the Sankhyan Pradhana is not based on scriptural 
authority and that as the Sruti texts all refer to an 
iiitelligedl)* principle as the First Cause, Brahman is 
that First Cause. In all the subsequent Sutras of the 
first three sections it has been shown how all the 
Vedanta texts refer to Brahman. Now the fact that 
the Pradhana is not based on scriptural authority is 
questioned by the opponent, and his objections are 
being answered. The whole of section 4 practically 
answers all objections from the Sankhyan standpoint. 

Topic 1 : The Mahat and Avyakta of the Katha 
Upanishad do not refer to the Sankhyan categories. 

In the last topic of the previous section, by a 
reference to the well-known individual soul. Brahman, 
which is not so well known, was taught. So the 
opponent in this topic holds that the reference to 
Avyakta in the text to be quoted should be taken 
to deal with the well-known Sankhyan category. 

ST, 

^ II Ul 

That which is inferred ( i.e. the Pra- 
dhana ) also in some ( recensions of the 
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texts ) ^ if it be said no 

because it is mentioned in a simile referring to the 
body (the Sruti) explains too. 

1. If it be said that in some (recen- 
sions of the Vedas) that which is inferred 
(t.e. the Pradhana) (is) also (mentioned), 
(we say) no, because (the word ‘Avyakta’ 
occurring in the Katha Upanishad) is men- 
tioned in a simile referring to the body 
(and means the body itself and not the 
Pradhana of the Sankhyas) ; (the Sruti) 
too explains (it). 

An objection is again raised here by the 
Sankhyas that the Pradhana is also based on 
scriptural authority, for some Sakhas (Vedic recen- 
sions) like the Katha Sakha (school) " contain 
expressions wherein the Pradhana seems to be 
referred to : “Beyond the Mahat (Great) there is 
the Avyakta (Undeveloped), beyond the Undeveloped 
is the Purusha (Being)” etc, (Kath. 1. 8. 11). The 
word ‘Avyakta* j they say, here refers to the Pradhana. 
Because the words ‘Mahat% ‘Avaykata% and 
‘Purusha’, which occur in the same order as 
mentioned in the Sankhya philosophy, occur in the 
text, and so they are recognized to be the same 
categories of the Sankhyas, 

This Sutra after raising this objection refutes it 
thus : The word ‘Avyakta’ is used in connection 
with a simile referring to the body, and does not 
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refer to the Pradhana. In that word we recognize 
something mentioned in an earlier text. ‘‘Know 
that the soul is the rider of the chariot and the body 
the chariot. Consider the intellect to be the 
charioteer and the mind the reins. The senses, they 
say, are the horses, and their roads are the sense- 
objects” etc. (Kath. 1. 3. 3-4). All these things that 
are referred to in these verses are to be found in the 
following : “The objects are superior to the senses, 
the mind is superior to the objects, the intellect is 
superior to the mind, the Mahat is superior again 
to the intellect, the Avyakta is superior to the Mahat, 
and the Purusha is superior to the Avyakta. Nothing 
is superior to the Purusha,” etc. (Kath, 1. 3. 10-11). 

Now compare these two quotations. The senses, 
mind and intellect, mentioned in the earlier texts, 
are to be found in these later texts. The Atman 
of the earlier texts is denoted by the ‘Purusha’ of 
the later ones. The Mahat of the later texts mean 
the cosmic intellect and so is included in the intellect 
of the earlier texts, where it is used in a compre- 
hensive sense to include both the individual and 
cosmic intellects. What remains is only the body 
in the earlier texts, and Avyakta in the later texts ; 
and so Avyakta means the body here and not the 
Pradhana. We shall not be justified in interpreting 
a Sruti according to S3,nkhyan technicalities. For 
the purpose of recognition a comparison should be 
made not with the Smriti, but with similar passages 
of the Sruti itself, like those cited above. 
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Subtle ‘S but because it can be pro- 

perly so designated. 

2. But the subtle (cause of the body 
is meant by the term ‘Avyakta’) because 
it can be properly so designated. 

An objection is raised. As the body is gross 
and developed, how can it be referred to by the term 
^Avyakta’ (Undeveloped) ? The answer is, here, not 
the gross body but the causal substance, i.e, the five 
uncompounded elements out of which the body is 
built, is meant. They, being subtle and not fully 
manifest and also being beyond sense perception, 
can be properly designated by the term ‘Avyakta’ 
(Undeveloped). It is also a common thing to denote 
the effect by the cause and hence indirectly the gross 
body is referred to here. ‘‘Mix the Soma with the 
cow (i.e. milk)” (Rig Veda 9, 46. 4). 

^ II 

On account of its dependence is 

fitting. 

3. On account of its dependence (on 
the Lord), it fits in (with our theory). 

It may be said that if a subtle causal condition 
of the gross- world is thus admitted, it is as good as 
accepting the Pradhana. This Sutra makes the 
difference clear. While the Pradhana of the Sankhyas 
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is an independent entity, the subtle causal condition 
admitted here is dependent on the Supreme Lord. 
Such a causal condition has necessarily to be 
admitted, for without that the Lord cannot create. 
It is the potential power, the causal potentiality 
inherent in Brahman. It is Nescience. That ex- 
plains why, when one’s ignorance is destroyed . by 
Knowledge, there is no possibility of that liberated 
soul getting into bondage again. About this ignor- 
ance you can neither say that it is nor that it is 
not; it is an illusion and so it is reasonably called 
undeveloped (Avyakta). This ignorance or creative 
power cannot create of itself without the instrument- 
ality of the Lord. The illusion of a snake in a rope 
is not possible merely through ignorance without the 
rope. So also the world cannot be created merely 
by ignorance without the substratum, the Lord. 
Hence it is dependent on the Lord. Yet the Lord 
is not in the least affected by this ignorance, even 
as the poison does not affect the snake which has it. 
‘‘Know then Prakriti is Maya and the great Lord 
the ruler of Maya” (Svet 4 . 10 ). So the Avyakta is 
a helper, as it were, to Iswara in His creation, and 
hence such an Avyakta dependent on the Lord is 
significant and has to be admitted, says the Sutra. 

|| « II 

Because it is not mentioned (as some- 
thing) to be known ^ and. 

4. And because it is not mentioned 
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(that the Avyakta) is to be known (it 
cannot be the Pradhana of the Sankhyas). 

Libf^ration, according to the Sankhyas, results 
when the difference between the Purusha and the 
Avyakta (Prakriti) is known. Hence the Avyakta, 
with them, is to be known. But here there is no 
question of knowing the Avyakta, and as such it 
cannot be the Pradhana of the Sankhyas. 

51, ti ^ (i 

Does state tf?t if it be said *i no intel- 
ligent Self f? for from the context. 

5. If it be said (that the Sruti) does 
state (that the Avyakta has to be known 
and therefore it is the Pradhana) ; 
(we say) no, for (it is) the intelligent 
(Supreme) Self (which is meant), since 
that is the topic. 

‘‘He who has perceived that which is without 
sound, without touch . . . beyond the Mahat 

(Great) and unchangeable, is freed from the jaws 
of death” (Kath. 1. 8. 15). The Sankhyas hold that 
in this text the Sruti says that the Pradhana has 
to be known to attain Freedom; for the description 
given of the entity to be known tallies with the 
Pradhana, which is also beyond the Mahat. The 
Sutra refutes this saying that by Avyakta, the one 
beyond the Mahat (Great) etc., the intelligent 
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(Supreme) Self is meant, as that is the subject-matter 
of that section, 

srw ii i || 

Of three only ^ and thus in- 

troduction inr: question ^ and. 

6. And thus the question and elucid- 
ation with reference to three only (of 
which the Pradhana is not one) (is con- 
sistent). 

In the Katha Upanishad Nachiketas asks Yama 
three questions only, viz. about the fire (sacrifice), 
the individual soul, and the Supreme Self. The 
Pradhana is not mentioned. So we cannot expect 
Yama to go out of his way and treat of the 
Pradhana, which has not been inquired into. 

il ® II 

Like Mahat and. 

7. And like Mahat (the word 
^Avyakta’ does not refer to any Sankhyan 
category). 

The Mahat according to the Sankhyas means the 
first-born, the cosmic intelligence; but in the Vedic 
texts it is associated with the word ‘Self’. Passages 
like “The Mahat (Great) is superior to the intellect” 
(Kath. 1. 8. 10), clearly show that it is used in a 
different sense from the intellect and refer to the 
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Self in different aspects. Similarly though the Avyakta 
in the Sankhya philosophy may mean the Pradhana 
or Prakriti, in the Sruti texts it means something 
different. So the Pradhana is not based on scriptural 
authority but is a mere inferred thing. 

Topic 2: The tri-coloured Ajd of the Svetdsxmtara 

Upanishad is not the Sdnkhyan Pradhana. 

In the last topic the opponent was refuted on 
the ground that the mere mention of the word 
^Avyakta’ was not sufficient reason to identify it as 
the Sankhyan category called the Pradh&na. The 
opponent here gives more analogies from the Sruti 
texts to uphold his view. 



Like the bowl for want of special 

characteristics. 

8. (The word ‘Aja’ cannot be asserted 
to mean the Pradhana) for want of special 
characteristics, as in the case of the bowl. 

‘‘There is one Aja, red, white, and black 
producing manifold offspring of the same appearance 
(colour)’’ (Svet. 4. 5). The question is whether this 
‘Aja’ refers to the Sankhya category Prakriti or to 
the fine elements fire, water, and earth. The 
Sankhyas hold that ‘Aja’ here means the Pradhana, 
the unborn; and red, white, and black refer to its 
three constituents, the Gunas — Sattva, Rajas, and 
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Tamas. This Sutra refutes this, saying that in the 
absence of special characteristics there is no' basis for 
such a special assertion. The text can be interpreted 
otherwise also. ‘‘There is a bowl that has its opening 
below and bulging at the top’’ (Brih. 2. 2. 3), It is 
impossible to decide from the text itself what kind 
of bowl is meant. So also it is impossible to fix the 
meaning of ‘Aja’ from the text alone. As in the case 
of the bowl the complementary texts fix what kind 
of bowl is meant, so also here we have to refer 
this passage to supplementary scriptural texts to 
fix the meaning of ‘Aja’ and not assert that it means 
the Pradhana. 

g, ii t II 

(Elements) beginning with light g but 
W so f% because read some. 

9. But (the elements) beginning with 
light (are meant by the word Aja), because 
some read so. 

Tlie Chhandogya assigns to the elements fire, 
water, and earth, created by the Lord, red, white, 
and black colours. Vide Cbh. 6. 2. 2>4 and G. 4. 1. 

This passage fixes the meaning of the word ‘Aja’ 
here. It refers to the three elementary substances 
viz, fire, earth, and water, from which the rest of 
the creation has been produced. It is not the 
Prakrit! of the Sankhyas consisting of the three 
Gunas. In the former interpretation the three colours 
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can be taken in their primary sense^ whereas they 
can represent the three Gunas in a secondary sense 
only. Moreover, the force of the recognition of the 
Sruti is stronger ; that is to say, if we can beyond 
doubt recognize in this pas age what is elsewhere 
mentioned in the Sruti, that will be more reasonable 
than to recognize categories of a Smriti in the Sruti 
texts. 

Instruction having been given through 
and imagery as in the case of ‘honey’ etc,, 

no incongruity. 

10. And instruction having been 
given through the imagery (of a goat) 
(there is) no incongruity, (even) as in the 
case of ‘honey’ (standing for the sun in 
Madhuvidya for the purpose of devout 
meditation) and such other cases. 

The word ‘Aja’ refers to something unborn ; so 
how can it refer to the three causal elements of the 
Chhandogya, which are something created } It is 
incongruous, says the objector. 

There is no incongruity in it, answers the Sutra, 
as the elements are spoken of through the imagery 
of a she-goat (Aja). Even as the sun in Madhu- 
vidya is represented as honey in the text, ‘‘The sun 
indeed in the honey” (Chh. 3. 1. 1), so also are the 
three elementary substances of the Chhandogya 
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represented as the goat. A she-goat may be black, 
white, and red, and may give birth to offspring 
representing her in colour. Similarly out of the 
combination of fire, water, and earth, having red, 
white, and black colours respectively, are produced 
all the inanimate and animate beings of similar 
colours. The combination of the fine elements, fire, 
water, and earth is here spoken of by the imagery 
of a tri-coloured goat, and that is why it is called 
an Aja, which does not however mean unborn. 

Topic 3: The fivefold five people of Brih, 4 * 4 . 17 
are not the twenty-five Sdnkhyan categories. 

Not even from the statement of 

the number on account of the differences 

on account of the excess and. 

11. Even from the statement of the 
number (fivefold five, i.e. twenty-five cate- 
gories, by the Sruti, it is) not (to be 
presumed that the Sruti refers to the 
Pradhana) on account of the differences 
(in the categories) and the excess (over 
the number of the Sankhyan categories). 

‘‘That in which the five groups of five and the 
(subtle) ether are placed, that very Atman’’ etc. 
(Brih. 4. 4. 17). Now five times five makes twenty- 
five, which is exactly the number of the Sankhyan 
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categories. So the Sankhyas say that here is the 
scriptural authority for their philosophy. This Sutra 
refutes such an assumption. For the Sankhyan 
categories cannot be divided into groups of five on 
any basis of similarity, for all the twenty-five 
categories differ from each other. Secondly, the 
mention of the ether in tiie text as a separate category 
would make the number twenty-six in all, contrary 
to the Sankhyan theory. 

II 

The vital force etc. because of 

the complementary passage. 

12. (The five people referred to are) 
the vital force etc., because (we- find it 
to be so) from the complementary passage. 

‘‘They who know the vital force of the vital 
force, the eye of the eye, the ear of the ear, the 
food of the food, the mind of the mind,’’ etc. 
(Brih, Madhy. 4. 4. 21). The ‘five people’ refer to 
this vital force and the other four of the text, 
which are cited to describe Brahman. 

II u 

By light of some food not 

being mentidned- 

13. (In the text) of some (the Kanva 
recension) food not being mentioned (in 
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the complementary passage referred to in 
the previous Sutra) (the number is made 
up) by ^light’ (mentioned in the previous 
verse). 

^‘That immortal Light of lights the gods worship 
as longevity^’ (Brih. 4. 4. 16). Though food is not 
mentioned in the text cited in the last Sutra according 
to the Kanva recension of the Satapatha Brahmana, 
yet the four of that verse, together with ‘light’ 
mentioned in the text cited above, would make the 
‘five people’. 

Topic There is no contradiction is the .scriptures 
as regards the fact that Brahman is the First Cause. 

In the last three topics it has been shown that 
the Pradhtoa of the Sankhyas is not based on the 
scriptures, and consequently it was established that 
all the Sruti texts refer to Brahman as the First 
Cause. The opponent now tries to show that as the 
Vedanta texts contradict each other with respect to 
the order of creation, they are therefore of doubtful 
import, and consequently it is safer to accept the 
Pradhana, which is established by reason and infer- 
ence, as the First Cause. 

: II \\i II 

As the (First) Cause ^ and as 

regards ether and so on W ; being represent- 

ed ( in other texts ) as taught (in one text). 
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14. (Although) as regards (things 
created, like) ether and so on (the Ved&nta 
texts differ), (yet there is no such conflict 
with respect to Brahman) as the First 
Cause, (on account of Its) being repre- 
sented (in other texts) as taught (in one 
text). 

The Saiikhyas contend that though the 
Pradhana cannot be the First Cause according to the 
Sruti, yet Brahman also cannot be taken to be the 
First Cause taught by the Sruti. Why? Because 
there is conflict as regards the order of creation ; for 
some texts say that it is .?kasa that was first 
produced from Brahman, some say that it is Prana, 
others that it is Are. This Sutra says that though 
there are conflicting views with respect to things 
created, that is, as regards the order of creation, yet 
since it is not the main object of the Sruti to teach 
about creation, it matters little. The main object 
in these descriptions is to teach that Brahman is 
the First Cause, and with respect to this there is no 
conflict ; for every Vedanta text holds that Brahman 
is that. 

II 

15. On account of the connection 
(with passage referring to Brahman, non- 
existence does not mean absolute non- 
existence). 
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A further objection is raised that even as regards 
the First Cause there is a conflict, for some texts 
say that the Self created these worlds (Ait. 
Ar. 2. 4. 1. 2-3), others say that creation originated 
from non-existence (Taitt. 2. 7). Again existence is 
taught as the First Cause in some texts (Chh. 6. 2. 
1-2). Spontaneous creation also is taught by some 
texts (Brih. 1. 4. 7). On account of these conflicting^ 
texts it cannot be said that all the Vedanta texts refer 
to Brahman uniformly as the First Cause. These 
objections are answered as follows : ‘‘This was: 
indeed non-existence in the beginning’’ (Taitt. 2. 7). 
Non-existence here does not mean absolute non- 
existence but undifferentiated existence. Existence 
was at the beginning undifferentiated into name and 
form. In the texts of the Taittiriyti Upanishad 
Brahman is definitely described as not being non-^ 
existence. “He who knows Brahman as non- 
existing becomes himself non-existing. He who 
knows Brahman as existing is known by sages as 
existing” (Taitt, 2. fi). This Brahman is again de- 
scribed as having wished to be many and created this 
world. Again “How can that which is be created 
from non-existence?” (Chh. 6. 2. 2) clearly denies 
such a possibility. “Now this was then undifferen- 
tiated” (Brih. 1. 4. 7), does not speak of spontaneous 
creation without a ruler, for it is connected with 
another passage where it is said, “He has entered here 
to the very tips of the finger-nails” (Brih. 1. 4. 7), 
where ‘He’ refers to this ruler, and hence we ha^e 
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to take that the Lord, the ruler, developed what was 
undeveloped. Similarly Brahman, which is described 
in one place as existence, is referred to in another 
place as being the Self of all by the word * Atman 
So all texts uniformly point to Brahman as the First 
Cause, and there is no conflict as regards this. 

Topic 5: He xc^ho is the maker of the sun, 
rnooH, etc., is Brahman and not Prdna (the vital 
force) the individual sold. 

In the last topic the word ‘existence’ occurring 
in one passage helped us to interpret non-existence 
occurring in another passage as undifferentiated exist- 
ence and not absolute non-existence. But the 
opponent now takes up for discussion texts where the 
words ‘Prana’ etc. cannot be reasonably interpreted 
to mean Brahman, though It is mentioned in another 
text. 

II 

Because ( it ) denotes the world. 

16. (He of whom all this is the work 
is Brahman) because (the work) denotes 
the world. 

“He, O Balaki, who is the maker of these 
persons (whom you mentioned), and whose work 
this is — is alonr to be known” (Kau, 4. 19). In this 
section Balaki first describes the several individual 
souls residing in the sun, moon, ether, etc. as 

10 



146 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[1.4.16 


Brahman. Ajatasatru says that these are not the 
true Brahman and proceeding to teach the real 
Brahman says, “He who is the maker of these persons 
is alone to be known and not these persons.^’ Here 
who is the maker of the sun, moon, etc. is the 
question. The opponent holds he is either the chief 
Prtoa or the individual soul. He is the chief Prana* 
for the activity of motion connected with work refers 
to Prana, and Prana is also mentioned in a comple- 
mentary passage : “Then he becomes one with that 
Prana alone’’ (Kau. 4. 20). It may also be the Jiva, 
for in “As the master feeds with his people . . . thus 
does the conscious self feed with the other seifs” 
(Kau. 4. 20) it is referred to. The Sutra refutes all 
this and says it is Brahman that is referred to by 
‘maker’ in the text ; for Brahman is taught here. 
I shall teach you Brahman.” Again ‘this’, which 
means the world, is his work — which clearly points 
out that the ‘he’ is none other than Brahman. 
Therefore the maker is neither Prana nor the 
individual soul, but the Supreme Lord. 

On account of characteristics 
of the individual soul and the chief Prana ^ not 
if it be said that has already been 

explained 

17. If it be said that on account of the 
characteristics of the individual soul and 
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the chief Prana (to be found in the text, 
Braiiman is) not (referred to by the word 
‘maker’ in the passage cited), (we reply) 
that has already been explained. 

See note on T. 1. 31. 

For another purpose g but Jaimini 

because of the question and elueidation 
^ moreover thus vft some. 

18. But (the sage) Jaimini (thinks 
that the reference to the individual soul 
in the text) has another purpose because 
of the question and answer ; moreover thus 
some (the Vajasaneyins) (read in their 
recension). 

Even the reference to the individual soul in the 
said chapter of the Kaushitaki Upanishad has a 
different purpose, and that is not to propound the 
individual soul but Brahman by showing that the 
individual soul is different from Brahman. The 
questions, “Where did the person thus sleep ? Where 
was he? Whence came he thus back?” (Kau. 4. 19) 
refer clearly to something different from the individual 
soul. And so does the answer (Ibid. 4. 20) say that 
the individual soul is merged in Brahman in deep 
sleep. The Brihadaranyaka Upanishad > where also 
this conversation occurs, clearly points out the 
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individual soul by the term ‘Vijn&namaya’, the 
person consisting of cognition, and distinguishes it 
from the Supreme Self. (Brih. 2. 1. 16-17). 

Topic 6: The Self to be seen through hearing etc. 
is Brahman. 

In the last topic the text under discussion was 
interpreted to refer to Brahman, because the section 
begins with Brahman : will teach you Brahman.” 

Following the same argument the opponent cites 
Brih. 2. 4. 5 and argues that since the section begins 
with the individual soul, the self to be seen referred 
to in this text is the individual soul and not Brahman. 

grqFiTy^T^il u 11 

On account of the connected meaning 

of passages. 

19. (The Self to be seen, to be heard, 
etc. is Brahman) on account of the con- 
nected meaning of the passages. 

‘‘The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should be realized 
— should be heard of, reflected on, and meditated 
upon. By the realization of the Self, my dear, 
through hearing, reflection, and meditation, all this is 
known” (Brih. 2. 4. 5). In this passage the Supreme 
Self is referred to, and not the individual soul. Why ? 
In the whole section Brahman is treated. It begins 
with Maitreyi ’s question “Will wealth get me 
immortality?” and Yajnavalkya answers that 
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wealth, sacrifice, etc. will not obtain that immortal- 
ity. She then asks for that which will give her 
immortality, and Yajnavalkya teaches her the 
knowledge of the Self; finally the section concludes 
with, ‘'Thus far goes immortality.’^ Now immortal- 
ity cannot be gained by the knowledge of the 
individual soul, but only by the knowledge of the 
Supreme Self or Brahman. Therefore Brahman alone 
is the subject-matter and It alone is to be seen 
through hearing etc. Moreover, the text quoted says 
that by the knowledge of the Self spoken of there, 
everything is known, which clearly connects the Self 
referred to with Brahman ; for how can the knowledge 
of a limited individual self give us knowledge of 
everything ? 

II ?,9 II 

Of the proof of the proposition 
indicatory mark Asmarathya. 

20. (The fact that the individual soul 
is taught as the object of realization is an) 
indicatory mark (which is) proof of the 
proposition, so Asmarathya thinks. 

In this Sutra the text quoted in the last Sutra 
(Brih. 2. 4. 5) is interpreted from the standpoint of 
Bhedabheda-vada of sage Asmarathya. Accord- 
ing to this school the individual soul (Jiva) and 
Brahman, which are related as effect and cause 
respectively, are different, yet not different, from 
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each other, even as sparks are different, yet not 
different, from fire. If the individual soul (Jiva)^ 
were quite different from Brahman, then by the 
knowledge of the one (Brahman) everything else 
would not be known. Hence this school interprets 
the text thus : The individual soul alone is to be 
seen. But as it is not different from Brahman, the 
knowledge of the individual soul gives knowledge of 
Brahman and consequently knowledge of everything. 
It is this non-difference between Brahman and the 
individual soul (Jiva) that establishes the proposition, 
^‘By the knowledge of one everything else is known’% 
and in this sense alone the text speaks of the 
individual soul in Brih. 2. 4. 5. 

It can also be interpreted as follows. If the 
individual soul is something different from Brahman, 
then the knowledge of Brahman would not give the 
knowledge of the individual soul. Therefore the 
individual soul is different, yet not different, from 
Brahman. It is to show this that the Sruti text 
begins with the individual soul. 





: !l II 


Of the one which rises from the body 
because of this nature thus 
(the sage) Audulomi. 


21. (The statement at the beginning 
identifies the individual soul with Brah- 
man) because of this nature (viz. its 
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identity with Brahman) of the one (i.e. the 
soul) which rises from the body (at the 
time of release), thus (thinks) Audulomi. 

This Acharya, while taking that the self to be 
seen is the individual soul (Jiva), explains it as 
follows : The soul, when it rises from the body, 
i.e, is free and has no oody consciousness, realizes 
that it is identical with Brahman. It is to show this 
non-difterence in the state of release that the Sruti 
speaks of the individual soul as identical with 
Brahman, even though the difference between the 
individual soul (Jiva) and Brahnian in the state of 
ignorance is a reality. It is spoken of as non-different 
from the Supreme Self or Brahman because in the 
state of release it is one with It. The text transfers 
the future state of non-difference to that time when 
difference acliially exists. This school of Vedanta is 
known as Satya-bheda-vada (i.e. the theory which 
holds that the difference between the individual soul 
and Brahman is a reality). 

II RR II 

Because of the existence so holds 
Kasakritsna. 

22, (The initial statement is made) 
because of, the existence (of Brahman as 
the individual soul), so holds (sage) 
Kasakritsna. 
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As it is impossible that an individual soul (Jiva) 
quite different in nature from Brahman can be one 
with it in the state of release, this sage thinks , that 
the Supreme Self Itself exists as the individual souL 
They are absolutely, non-different, the apparent 
difference being due to UpMhis or limiting adjuncts, 
which are but products of ignorance, and therefore 
unreal from the absolute standpoint. Hence also 
follows that by the knowledge of Brahman every- 
thing else is known. 

Of the three schools of Vedanta depicted in the 
last three Sutras, that of Kasakritsna is justified by 
the Vedanta texts. According to Asmarathya the 
individual soul is a product of the Supreme Self, and 
hence the knowledge of the cause leads to the 
knowledge of everything including the individual 
soul. But is the effect or any portion of it different 
from the cause ? And is the whole cause involved 
in each of its effects The answer to the second 
question is evidently, no. If the effect or some 
portion of it is different from this cause, whence does 
it come ? And is it separable from that ? If 
separable, it is not its nature, for nature cannot be 
separated. If not separable, the cause cannot be 
known, and the proposition, “The soul being known, 
all else is known”, falls to the ground. So Asma- 
rathya ’s view cannot stand. 

According to Audulomi the individual soul (Jiva) 
is only a state of the Supreme Self. If the Jivahood 
is a reality, it can never be destroyed and freedom 
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would be impossibk. If on the other hand it 
becomes one with the Supreme Soul on release, then 
there is nothing like Jivaftood which can be a reality. 
So Audulomi’s view cannot stand. Jivahood is an 
unreality, a creation of ignorance, the Jiva being 
identical with Brahman. Even the creation of Jivas 
like sparks issuing from a fire does not speak of any 
real creation but only with reference to Upadhis. In 
reality the Jiva is neither created nor destroyed. It 
is our ignorance that makes us see the individual 
soul (Jiva) limited by Upadhis as something different 
from Brahman. 

Topic 7: Brahman is also the material cause 
of the tvorld, 

II h 

Material cause ^ also not 

being contradictory to the proposition and illustra- 
tions. 

23. (Brahman is) the material cause 
also, (on account of this view alone) not 
being contradictory to the proposition and 
the illustrations (cited in the Sruti). 

Granted that Brahman is the cause of the world; 
but what kind of cause ? Is It the efficient cause, 
or the material cause, or both ? The prime facie 
view is that Bi^'ahman is only the efficient cause, as 
texts like “He thought, ... he created Prana’^ 
(Pr. 6. 3-4) declare. 
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This view is refuted by this Sutra. Brahman is 
also the material cause of the world. Here ‘also’ 
shows that it is the efficient cause as well. It is 
only if Brahman is the material cause of the world 
that it is possible to know everything through the 
knowledge of Brahman, as texts like “By which 
that which is not heard becomes heard” etc. (Chh. 
6. 1 . 3) say ; for the effects are not different from the 
cause. The illustrations referred to are : “My dear, 
as by one lump of clay all that is made of clay is 
known” etc. (Chh. 6. 1. 4). These texts clearly 
show that Brahman is the material cause of the 
world ; otherwise they would be meaningless. Again 
texts like “Brahman alone was at the beginning one 
without a second” show that It is also the efficient 
cause, for who else could be such a cause when there 
was nothing else? 

II II 

On account of the statement of will (to 
create) ^ also. 

24, Also on account of the statement 
of will (to create on the part of the 
Supreme Self, It is the material cause). 

“It wished, ‘May I be many, may I grow forth’ ” 
etc. (Chh. 6. 2. 3). In this text the desire shows 
that Brahman is the efficient cause, and next ‘may 
I be many’ intimates that Brahman Itself became 
many. Hence It is the material cause as well. 
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^l^T?T Direct ^ and because the Sruti 

states both. 

25. And because the Sruti states that 
both (the creation and the dissolution of 
the world) (have Brahman as) the direct 
(cause). 

That from which a thing springs and into which 
it is re-absorbed is its material cause. “All these 
things spring from Akasa (Brahman) alone and 
return to Akasa” (Chh. I. 9. 1), “That from which 
these things are produced, by which, when produced, 
they live, and into which they enter at their dissolu- 
tion — try to know that. That is Brahman” (Taitt. 
3. 1). These texts show that Brahman is the material 
cause also. A thing may be said to be produced 
from its efficient cause, but it cannot return to that 
at dissolution unless it is also the material cause. 

II II 

As It created Itself by undergoing 

modification. 

26. (Brahman is the material cause 
of the world) because (the Sruti says that) 
It created Itself by undergoing modifica- 
tions. 

“That Itself manifested Itself” (Taitt. 2. 7), 
which shows that Brahman alone created the world, 
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out of Itself, which is possible only by undergoing 
modification. The word ‘Itself’ in the text shows 
that there was no other cause operating. The modifi- 
cation is apparent according to Sankara and real 
according to Ramanuja. 

II 5^® II 

Origin and because is called. 

27. And because (Brahman) is called 
the origin. 

“That which the wise regard as the origin of 
all beings” (Mu. 1. 1. 6) — this shows that Brahman is 
the material cause of the world. Hence Its being the 
material cause is established. 

Topic 8: The argtwients which refute the 
Sdnkhyas refute also others, 

aimim || \\ 

By this all szinsomr: are explained. 

28. By this all (doctrines with refer- 
ence to the orig-in of the world contrary 
to the Vedanta texts) are explained. 

By this identity of the material and the efficient 
cause of the world all doctrines that speak of two 
separate causes for it are refuted. That is, not only 
the Sankhyan, but also the atomic and other theories 
are refuted, as they are not based on scriptural 
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authority and contradict many scriptural texts. The 
repetition of the verb in the aphorism only shows that 
the chapter ends here. 

Those who hold the atomic theory, or who say 
that the First Cause is non-existence, or that it is 
Sunya (Void) — as the Nihilists say — cite respectively 
the following texts as authority. “These seeds, 
almost infinitesimar* (Chh. 6. 12. 1) ; “This was 
indeed non-existent at the beginning” (Chh. 8. 19. 1); 
“Some learned men being deluded, speak of nature, 
and others of time, as the cause of everything” (Svet. 
0. 1). But the arguments put forward against the 
Sankhyas, viz. that contrary to the scriptures their 
First Cause is insentient, that the proposition that 
through the knowledge of the one everything is 
known, will not be true, etc. will apply here also, 
and so these views cannot be held to be authorita- 
tive and based on the scriptures. The Srutis quoted 
are explained thus : 

The word ‘infinitesimal’ or ‘atomic’ refers to the 
Atman, which can be so-called as it is very fine. The 
non-existence spoken of is only a fine causal condi- 
tion of the world undeveloped into name and form 
as yet, and not absolute non-existence; and the fact 
of nature being the First Cause is mentioned as a 
Purvapaksha by the Sruti, which itself refutes it 
further on in the succeeding texts. So Brahman 
alone is the First Cause, and nothing else. 



CHAPTER II 
Section i 

In the first chapter it has been proved that all 
the Vedanta texts deal with Brahman as the First 
Cause, yet the arguments based on reasoning against 
this doctrine remain to be refuted. With this object 
in view this section is begun. In section iv of 
Chapter I it was shown that the Pradhana of the 
Sankhyas, as also the atoms of the Vaiseshikas, are 
not based on scriptural authority. In this section 
arguments, claiming their authoritativeness from the 
Smritis, to establish the Pradhana and the atoms 
etc., are refuted. 

Topic 1 : Refutation of Synritis that arc not based 
on the Srutis. 

\ II 

There would result the defect 
of leaving no scope for certain Smritis if it be 

said ^ no because there would 

result the defect of leaving no scope to some other 
Smritis. 

1. If it be said that (from the 
doctrine of Brahman being the cause of 
the world) there would result the defect 
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of leaving no scope for certain Smirits, (we 
say) no ; because (by the rejection of that 
doctrine) there would result the defect of 
leaving no scope for some other Smritis. 

In the last chapter it has been shown that the 
Sankhyan view is not based on scriptural authority. 
Now its authority even as a Smriti is denied and 
refuted. 

If the doctrine of the Pradhana is rejected, then 
the Sankhya Smriti, propounded by a great seer like 
Kapila and acknowledged by other great thinkers, 
would cease to be authoritative : heiice it is but reason- 
able that the Vedanta texts be so interpreted as to 
preserve the authorilativeness of this Smriti and not 
contradict it in toto. So says the opponent. The 
Sutra answers this by saying that if the doctrine of 
Brahman being the cause of the world be rejected 
to accommodate the Sankhya Smriti, which goes 
counter to the Srutis, then by that rejection many 
other Smritis like the Manu Smriti, which are based 
on the Srutis and therefore more authoritative, and, 
which also propound the doctrine of Brahman, an 
intelligent principle, being the cause of the world, 
would find no scope. So between the two it is 
desirable that the Smritis which go counter to the 
Vedas be rejected. 

n n 

Of the others ^ and : there being no 

mention. 
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2, And there being no mention (in 
the scriptures) of the other entities, (i.e. 
the categories beside the Pradhana), (the 
Sankhya system cannot be authoritative). 

Even accepting the Pradhana of the Sankhyas 
for argument’s sake — for the Vedantins also recognize 
Maya as the cause of the world, the difference be- 
tween the two being that the Pradhana according to 
the Sankhyas is an independent entity, whereas Maya 
is a dependent entity, being a power of Brahman — 
yet there is no mention of the other categories of the 
Sankhyas anywhere in the Vedas. Hence the 
Sankhya philosophy cannot be authoritative. 

Topic 2: Refutation of the Yoga philosophy. 

Slr^rR: II \ II 

By this the Yoga philosophy is 
(also) refuted. 

3. By this the Yoga philosophy is 
(also) refuted. 

After the refutation of the Sankhyas, who recog- 
nize an independent entity called the Pradhana as 
the cause of the world, this Sutra refutes the Yoga 
Smriti, which also recognizes a separate entity called 
the Pradhana as the First Cause, though unlike the 
Sankhyas they recognize an Iswara who directs this 
inert Pradhtoa in its creative evolution. The Yoga 
system is spoken of in Upanishads like the Svetas- 
vatara. It helps concentration of the mind, which 
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is necessary for the mil comprehension of Brahman, 
and £s such it i'J a means to Knowledge. So this 
Smriti, being based on the Siutis is authoritative. 
But it a^so recognizes the Pradhana, which therefore 
is the First Cause — so says the opponent. This Sutra 
says that the arguments given in the last Sutra refute 
also the Yoga Smriti, for it also speaks of a Pradhana 
and its products which are not to be found in the 
Srutis. Though the Smriti is partly authoritative, 
yet it cannot be so with respect to that part which 
contradicts the Srutis. There is room only for those 
portions of the Smriti as do not contradict the Srutis, 


Topic 3: Brahman, though of a different nature 
from the xvorfd, can yet he its cause, 

ST « ii 

Nol because of the contrary nature 

^ of this its being so ^ and from Sruti* 


4. (Brahman is) not (the cause of the 
world) because this (world) is of a contrary 
nature (from Brahman) ; and its being so, 
(i. e. different from Brahman) (is known) 
from the scriptures. 

Brahman is intelligence, pure, etc., while the 
world is something material, impure, etc., and so is 
different from the nature of Brahman ; as such, 
Brahman canpot be the cause of this world. The 


effect is nothing but the cause in another form ; there- 
fore the cause and effect cannot be altogether of a 
11 
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different nature. Intelligence cannot produce material 
effects and vice versa. That the world and Brahman 
differ entirely in their characteristics is known from 
texts like “Brahman became intelligence as also 
non-intelligent” (Taitt. 2. 6), where “non-intelligent” 
stands for the world. So Brahman cannot be the 
First Cause of the material world, though the script- 
ures may say so. 

II ii 

The reference (is) to the presiding 
deities g but because of the special 

characterization and the fact of being so presided. 

5. But the reference is to the presid- 
ing deities (of the organs) on account of 
the special characterization (as ‘deities’) 
and also from the tact of a deity so presid- 
ing (over the functions of an organ being 
approved by the Sruti in other texts). 

The opponent, who says that the world and 
Brahman being different in nature — sensient and 
material respectively — cannot be related to each 
other as cause and effect, anticipates a plausible 
objection and answers it in this Sutra. There is a 
teixt, “These organs quarrelling over their respective 
greatness,’’ etc. (Brih. 6. 1. 7), which shows that 
even the organs are not material but sentient. The 
opponent says that from this we are not to infer the 
sentiency of the world, since the reference is to the 
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presiding deities of these organs. For the same topic 
occurs in the Kaasnitaki Upanishad, where they are 
expressly mentioned. ‘^These deities (speech etc.) 
quarrelling over their respective greatness” (Kau. 
2 . 14 ). Also because other texts show the exist- 
ence of such presiding deities. ‘^Fire becoming 
speech entered the mouth” (Ait. Ar. 2 . 4 . 2 . 4 ). The 
same argument applies to texts of the Chhandogya, 
Ch. where fire etc. are said to have thought and 
produced the next element in the series. The thought 
here spoken of is of the highest Deity, Brahman, 
which is connected with Its effects as a superintend- 
ing principle. From all such texts we cannot infer 
the sentiency of the world, which is material and so 
different in nature from Brahman. Therefore Brah- 
man cannot be the cause of the material world. 

3 II ^ II 

Is seen g but. 

6. But it is seen. 

‘But’ refutes the opponent’s view expressed in 
the last Sutra, viz, that this world cannot have 
originated from Brahman because it is different in 
character. For it is seen that intelligent things 
scorpions etc. are produced from non-intelligent 
cowdung etc. Again from a sentient spider there 
comes forth the thread for its web. So also do nails, 
hair, etc. come forth from a man, who is an intelli- 
gent being. Therefore it is quite possible that this 
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material world could be produced by an intelligent 
Being, Brahman. It may be objected that a man^s 
body is the cause of the hair and nails, and not the 
man ; similarly the cowdung is the cause of the body 
of the worms. Even then it must be admitted that 
there is a difference between the cause and the effect 
since, in both the examples cited, one of them is 
the abode of something sentient while the other 
is not; they are not similar in all respects. If they 
were, then there would be nothing like cause and 
effect, nor would they be called by different names. 
So we have to admit that the cause and its effects are 
not similar in every respect, but something in the 
cause, or some qualities of it, must be found in the 
effects also, as the clay in the lump is found in the 
pot also, though the shape etc. of the two differ. So 
we say that even in the case of Brahman and the 
world, some qualities of the cause, Brahman, such as 
existence and intelligence, are to be found in its 
effect, the wprld.* Everything in the world exists, 
and this quality it gets from Brahman, which is 
existence itself. Again the intelligence of Brahman 
lights the whole universe. So these two qualities of 
Brahman are found in the world, which justify our 
relating them as cause and effect in spite of differences 
it other respects between them. 

ST, II 4 II 

Non-existent ^ if it be said ’T no 
for it is merely a negation. 
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7. If it be said (that the world, the 
effect, would then be) non-existent (before 
creation), (we say) no, for it is merely a 
negation (without any basis). 

If Brahman, which is intelligent, pare, and with- 
out qualities, is the cause of the world of an opposite 
character, it follows that before creation the world 
was non existent, for Brahman was then the only 
existence. This means that something which was 
non-existing is brought into existence, which is not 
accepted by the Vedantins. This argument of the 
opponent this Sutra refutes by saying that this nega- 
tion is a mere statement without any objective valid- 
ity. The effect exists in the cause before its origina- 
tion as well as after it. It can never exist independ- 
ent of the cause either before or after creation. 
Therefore the world exists in Brahman even before 
creation and is not absolutely non-existent. 

At the time of dissolution like that 
on account of the fact is absurd. 

8. On account of the fact that at the 
time of dissolution (the cause becomes) 
like that (i. e., like the effect) (the doctrme 
of Brahman being the cause of the worid) 
is absurd. 

Says the opponent : If Brahman is the cause of 
the world, then the world being dissolved in Brahman 
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at the time of disi^lution, its defects would affect 
Brahman, even as salt affects the water in which it 
is dissolved. Hence Brahman would become impure 
and would no more be the omniscient cause of the 
world, as the Upanishads maintain. Again at the 
time of dissolution all things having gone into a state 
of oneness with Brahman, there will be no special 
causes left for a new creation. If in spite of this we 
consider a new creation possible, then it would mean 
that there is a chance of even the liberated souls, who 
have become one with Brahman, reappearing in the 
world. Nor can it be said that the world remains 
separate from Brahman in the state of dissolution, 
for in that case it would be no dissolution at all. So 
the Vedanta doctrine of Brahman being the cause of 
the world is objectionable, as it leads to all sorts of 
absurdities. 

^ II 

Not g but on account of the exist- 

ence of illustrations. 

9. But not (so) on account of the 
existence of illustrations. 

The objection is being answered : That the 
effect, when it gets dissolved in the cause, does not 
pollute the latter by its defects, is borne out by 
innumerable instances. A clay pot, for instance, 
when it is broken and reabsorbed into its original 
substance, i.e, clay, does not impart to it its special 
features. The very fact of absorption shows that all 
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the qualities of the effect cannot abide, for in that 
case it would be no absorption at all. Moreover, we 
have to remember that the effect is of the nature of 
the cause and not vice versa. Hence the qualities of 
the effect cannot couch the cause. It may, however, 
be objected that since the effect is but the cause in a 
new condition, all the good and bad traits of the effect 
must have been in the cause. But we forget that 
the world is after all an illusion. Brahman has only 
apparently changed into the world and as such is 
never affected by it, even as a magician is not affected 
by the illusion produced by him. 

The other incongruity shown, inz. that since at 
the time of dissolution the woild is resolved into 
Brahman and becomes one with It, there can be no 
further creation, and if it takes place there will be the 
possibility of even free souls coming into bondage 
again, cannot stand, for there are parallel Instances 
with respect to this also. In deep sleep we do not 
perceive anything, there l^s no diversity, but dfn 
awakening we find the world of duality. A similar 
phenomenon can be expected to happen at the time 
of dissolution. In the former case it is the existence 
of ignorance (Avidya), which is not destroyed, that 
is responsible for the reappearance of the world. So 
also at dissolution the power of distinction remains 
in a potential state as Avidya or ignorance. But in 
the case of the liberated no ignorance being left, there 
is no chance of their being brought back into bondage 
from their state of oneness with Brahman. 
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II ^0 II 

Because of the objections to his own 

view ^ and. 

10. And because of the objections 
(cited) (being applicable) to his own 
(Sankhyan) view (also). 

The objections raised by the Sankhyas against 
Vedanta are equally true of their view of the First 
Cause, viz. the Pradhana. Form, taste, etc. are not 
to be found in the Pradhana, yet we find these things 
in the world produced out of it. The objection as 
regards reabsorption at the time of Pralaya applies 
also in the case of the Sankhyan Pradhana. Thus 
whatever objections are raised against Vedanta in 
this respect are also true of the Sankhyas. Hence 
they should be dropped. Of the two, however, 
Vedanta being based on the Srutis is more authorita- 
tive. Moreover, the 'objections have ail been answered 
from the Vedanta standpoint, whereas from the 
Sankhyan standpoint it is not possible to answer 
them. 

Because reasoning has no sure 
basis also otherwise should be in- 

ferred or reasoned iftr if it be said so ^ 
even there will result the contingency of 

non-release. 
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11. Also because reasoning has no 
sure basis (it cannot upset the conclusions 
of Vedanta). If it be said that it should 
be reasoned otherwise (so as to get over 
this defect), (we say) even so there will 
result the contingency of non-release (from 
this defect, with respect to the matter in 
question). 

What one man establishes through reason can be 
refuted by another more intelligent than he. Even 
a sage like Kapila is lefuted by other sages like 
Kan^da. Hence reasoning having no sure basis can- 
not upset the conclusions of Vedanta, which are based 
on the Srutis. But, says the opponent, even this 
judgment about reasoning is arrived at through 
reasoning; so it is not true that reasoning has never 
a sure basis. Sometimes it is perfectly sound. Only 
we must reason properly. The latter part of the 
Sutra says that even though in some cases reasoning 
is infallible, yet with respect to the matter in hand 
it cannot transcend this defect. For the cause of the 
world (Brahman) is beyond the senses and has no 
characteristic signs. It cannot therefore be an object 
of perception, or of inference, which is based on 
perception. Or again if we take ^release’ in the Sutra 
to mean Liberation, it comes to this : True knowl- 
edge of a real ‘ thing depends on the thing itself, and 
therefore it is always uniform. Hence a conflict of 
views with respect to it is not possible. But the 
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conclusions of reasoning can never be uniform. The 
Sankhyas arrive through reasoning at the Pradhana 
as the First Cause, while the Naiyayikas (logicians) 
mention Paramanus (atoms) as that. Which to 
accept.^ So no conclusion can be arrived at through 
reasoning independent of the scriptures, and since 
the truth cannot be known through this means, there 
will be no Liberation. Therefore reasoning which 
goes against the scriptures is no proof of knowledge 
and cannot contradict the Sruti texts. 

Topic 4* The line of reasoning against the Sankhyas 
is valid also against others like the Atojuists. 

fegrqfetfT srfq sqr^p^rrar: ii ii 

By this not accepted by the wise 

also are explained. 

12. By this (i.e. by the arguments 
against the Sankhyas) (those other views) 
also not accepted by the wise (like Manu 
and others) are explained. 

When the Sankhya philosophy, parts of which 
are accepted by the wise as authoritative, has been 
refuted, there is no question as regards the non- 
authoritativeness of all doctrines based merely on 
reasoning like the atomic theory of Kanada and non- 
existence as the First Cause propounded by the 
Buddhists, which are wholly rejected by the wise. 
They are also refuted by these very arguments against 
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the Sankhyas, as the reasons on which the refutation 
is based are the same. 

Topic 5: The distinctions like enjoy er and enjoyed 
do not contradict the truth which is oneness. 

II ii 

: On account of turning into the enjoyer 
non-distinction if it be said may exist 
as is experienced in the world. 

13. If it be said (that if Brahman be 
the cause then) on account of (the objects 
of enjoyment) turning into the enjoyer, 
non-distinction (between enjoyer and 
things enjoyed would result), (we say, such 
distinction) may exist (all the same), as is 
experienced commonly in the world. 

A further objection is raised against Brahman 
being the cause. We perceive differences in the 
world. Now, perception as a means of knowledge is 
stronger than the Sruti. Hence what the Srutis say 
in contradiction to such an experience cannot stand. 
The idea is this : The distinction between the 
enjoyer (the Jiva) and the objects of enjoyment is 
well established by experience. If Brahman is the 
material cause, then the world, the effect, would be 
non-different from Brahman, and under the circum- 
stances, the Jiva and Brahman being identical in 
Vedanta, the difference between the subject and 
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object would be destroyed, since the one would pass 
over into the other. Hence Brahman cannot be held 
to be the material cause of the world as it contradicts 
perception. 

The latter part of the Sutra refutes this giving 
examples. It says that nevertheless there can be 
such differences in non-different things. For instance, 
waves, foam, etc. are non-different, being alike sea 
water; yet as waves and foam they are different 
from each other. As sea water, their cause, they 
are one, but as waves, foam, etc. they are different, 
and there is no contradiction here. Hence it is possi- 
ble to have difference and non-difference in things 
simultaneously, owing to name and form. Therefore 
from the standpoint of Brahman the enjoyer and the 
enjoyed are not different, but as enjoyer and things 
enjoyed they are different; there is no contradiction 
in this. 

The Sutra can also be interpreted otherwise. If 
Brahman be the cause, then It would also be the 
enjoyer, the individual soul (Jiva), there being no 
difference between cause and effect. Consequently, 
there will be no such difference as the bondage of the 
individual soul and the freedom of Brahman. The 
Sutra says that even as there is a distinction between 
the object, which is clear, and its image, which is 
disfigured in an unclean mirror, so also owing to the 
impurities of the Antahkarana (mind) the ever-free 
Brahman may give rise to the image of the individual 
soul, which is bound. 
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Topic 6: The '^^on-difference of the effect from 
the cause, 

ii h 

Its non-difference from 

words like ^origin ^ etc. 

14. Its (of the effect) non-difference 
(from the cause results) from words like 
^origin’ etc. 

In the last Sutra the objection against Brahman 
being the material cause, that it contradicts percep- 
tion, was answered from the standpoint of' Parinama- 
vada or the theory of Brahman actually undergoing 
modification. Now the same objection is refuted 
from the standpoint of Vivartavada or apparent 
modification, which is the standpoint of Advaita. 
The objection is : Texts like ^ ‘There is no manif old- 
ness whatever here (in Brahman)’’ (Kath. 2. 4. 11) 
contradict perception. Reason also says that among 
things which get transformed into each other there 
cannot be difference and non-difference at the same 
time. Hence the doubt. In a single moon we can- 
not see two moons. What was spoken of in the lapt 
Sutra, viz, that the difference between them is one 
of name and form, even that is unreal, for in a thing 
which is one without a second, which is non-duality, 
even the difference due to name and form is impossi- 
ble. The example of the sea is not apt, for here both 
the sea and its modifications, waves and foam, are 
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objects of the senses, but Brahman is not. It is 
realized only through the scriptures and in Samadhi. 
What then is the truth It is oneness, non-duality. 
As the effect is non-different from the cause, the latter 
alone is real. The Sruti also establishes this by the 
example of clay etc. in the Chhandogya Upanishad. 
‘‘Just as, by the knowledge of one lump of earth, 
my dear, everything made of earth is known, the 
modification being only a name arising from speech, 
but the truth being that all is earth, . . . thus, my 
dear, is that instruction’’ (Chh. 6. 1. 4-6). Here the 
Sruti by using the word ‘modification’ tries to prove 
that there is no separate reality of* the pots etc., 
which are mere modifications of the lump of earth. 
They are not separate things but merely different 
conditions, just as the boyhood, youth, etc. of Deva- 
datta are mere conditions, and not real. So by 
knowing the lump of earth the real nature of the pots 
etc. is known. It matters little that the various 
forms are not known, for they are not worth know- 
ing, being unreal. Even though these pots etc. are 
objects of the senses, yet discrimination tells us that 
besides earth nothing real is found in these. They 
are merely names arising out of speech and nothing 
more. They are cognized through ignorance, hence 
they are unreal. The clay, on the other hand, is 
realized even apart from name and form and is there- 
fore real. Similarly Brahman alone is real and this 
world is unreal. The world being non-different from 
its cause. Brahman, the truth is oneness, non-duality. 
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Brahman, the one y^ithout a second. To people who 
through want of experience have not this insight into 
things, there will always be difference and non-differ- 
ence, even as in the case of the sea and its waves, but 
in reality these differences are relative and not true. 

3Pn% || it 

On the existence ^ and : is experienced. 

15. And (because) on the existence 
(of the cause) is (the effect) experienced. 

The effect is not experienced in the absence of 
the cause, which shows that the effect is not different 
from the cause. The world phenomena appear only 
because Brahman exists and not without It. Hence 
the world is non-different from Brahman. 

On account of (its) existing ^ and 
of the posterior. 

16. And on account of the posterior 
(i.e. the effect, which comes into being 
after the cause) existing (as the cause 
before creation). 

The Sruti says that before creation the world had 
its being in the cause, Brahman, as one with It : 
^‘Verily in the beginning this was Sell, one only’’ 
(Ait. Ar. 2. 4. 1. 1); ‘‘In the beginning, my dear, this 
was only existence” (Chh. 6. 2. 1). Now since before 
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creation it was non-different from the cause, it 
continues to be so even after creation. 

II 

On account of its being described as 
non-existent ^ not if it be said *1 no by 

another characteristic from the latter part 

of the text. 

17. If it be said that on account of 
(the effect) being described as non-existent 
(before creation) (the conclusion of the 
previous Sutra is) not (true) ; (we say) not 
so, (it being described) by another charac- 
teristic (as is seen) from the latter part of 
the text. 

‘^Non-existent indeed this was in the beginning’^ 
(Chh. 3. 19. 1). The word “non-existent’’ does not 
mean absolute non-existence, but that the world did 
not exist in a differentiated condition. It was un- 
differentiated — had not yet developed name and 
form — in which sense the word “non-existence” is 
also used in common parlance. It was in a fine 
condition, and after creation it became gross, develop- 
ing name and form. This sense is shown by the 
immediately succeeding portion of the text, “It be- 
came existent, it grew.” Hence the conclusion of 
the last Sutra is all right. 
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: B'rom reasoning from another Sruti 

text and. 

IS. From reasoning and another 
Sruti text (this relation between cause and 
effect is established). 

From reasoning also we find that the effect is 
non~different from the cause and exists before its 
origination. Otherwise everything could have been 
produced from anything. Particular causes produc- 
ing particular effects only shows this relationship 
between cause and effect. Before creation the effect 
exists in the cause as unmanifest. Otherwise some- 
thing new being created, anything could have been 
created from all things. The fact is, it gets mani- 
fested on creation, that is all. That which is 
absolutely non-existent like the horns of a bare can 
never come into existence. So the cause cannot pro- 
duce altogether a new thing which was not existing 
in it already. Moreover, that the effect exists even 
before creation we find from such Sruti texts as ‘‘In 
the beginning, my dear, this was only existence, one 
without a second” (Chh. 6. 2. 1). 

II II 

^3^^Like cloth and. 

19. And like a piece of cloth. 

Even as is cloth folded and spread out, so is the 
12 
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world before and after creation. In the folded state 
one cannot make out whether it is a cloth or anything 
else, which is clearly discernible when it is spread 
out. In the state of Pralaya (dissolution), i,e, before 
creation, the world exists in a fine potential state in 
Brahman and after creation takes the gross form. 

?WT g String II ^ 9 II 

As ^ and in the case of Pranas. 

20. And as in the case of the different 
Pranas. 

When the five different Pranas (vital forces) are 
controlled by Pranayama, they merge and exist as 
the chief Prana (which f^gulates respiration) merely 
maintaining life. From this we find that the effects, 
the various Pranas are not different from their cause, 
the chief Prana. So also with all effects ; they are 
not different from their cause. Therefore it is estab- 
lished that the effect, the world, is identical with its 
cause, Brahman. Hence by knowing It everything 
is known. 

Topic 7 : Refutation of the objection that if Brahman 
xvere the cause of the ivorld, then It and the Jiva 
being really one, Brahman would be responsible for 
creating evil. 

On account of the other being stated 
(as non different from Brahman) 
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defects of not doing what is beneficial and the like 
would arise. 

21. On account of the other (the in- 
dividual soul) being stated (as non-differ- 
ent from Brahman) there would arise (in 
Brahman) the defects of not doing what is 
beneficial and the like. 

In the previous topic the oneness of the world 
with its cause, Brahman, has been established. But 
the Sutra also states the identity of the individual 
soul and Brahman, and if Brahman at the same time 
were the cause of the world, It would be open to the 
charge of not doing what is good for Itself. Being 
omniscient. It would not have ordained anything 
which would do the individual soul harm, or 
abstained from doing that 'which would be beneficial 
to it; for nobody is seen to do so with respect to 
oneself. Rather It would have created a world where 
everything would have* been pleasant for the individ- 
ual soul, without the least trace of misery. Since 
that is not a fact, Brahman is not the cause of the 
world, as Vedanta holds. 

Something more g but on account 

of the statement of difference. 

22. But on account of the statement 
(in the Srutis) of difference (between the 
individual soul and Brahman) (Brahman 
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the Creator is) something more (than the 
individual soul). 

^But’ refutes the objection of the last Sutra. 

The Creator of the world is omniscient and 
omnipotent. As such He knows the unreality of the 
Jivahood and the world, and also His own non- 
attachment to them, being a mere witness. He has 
neither good nor evil. So his creating a world of 
good and evil is not objectionable. For the individ- 
ual soul, however, there is good and evil so long 
as it is in ignorance. The Srutis clearly point out 
the difference between the individual soul and the 
Creator in texts like ‘‘The Atman is to be realized” 
etc. (Brih. 2. 4. 5). AM these differences, however, 
are based on imaginary distinctions due to ignorance. 
It is only when Knowledge dawns that the individual 
soul . realizes its identity with Brahman. Then all 
ptoality vanishes, and there is neither the individual 
soul nor the Creator. Thus the individual soul not 
being the creator x)f the world, the objection raised 
does not hold good. 

ain?iTT%w ii ii 

Like stones etc. and its 

untenability. 

23. And because the case is similar to 
that of stones (produced from the same 
earth) etc., the objection is untenable. 

An objection may be raised that Brahman, 
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which is Knowledge, Bliss, and unchangeable, cannot 
be the cause of a world of diversity, of good and 
evil. This Sutra refutes that. The objection is 
untenable, for we see that from the same material, 
earth, stones of different values like the precious 
jewels as also useless stones are produced. So also 
from Brahman, which is Bliss, a world of good and 
evil can be created. 

Top-fc 8: Brahnan though dvstitute of material 
and instruments is yet the cause of the world* 

H ’ia II 

Because collection of accessories is 
seen not if it be said ^ no like milk 

% since. 

24. If it be said (that Brahman with- 
out extraneous aids) cannot (be the cause 
of the world) because (an agent) is seen 
to collect materials (for any construction), 
(we say) no, since (it is) like milk (turning 
into curds). 

A fresh objection is raised against Brahman 
being the cause of the world. There is nothing 
extraneous to Brahman to help in the work of crea- 
tion, for there is nothing besides Brahman. Brahman 
is one without a second and so free from all differen- 
tiations internal or external. It is ordinarily seen 
that one who creates something, the potter, for 
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example, uses extraneous aids like the wheel, clay, 
etc. But Brahman, being one without a second, has 
not these accessories and so is not the Creator. The 
Sutra refutes this objection by showing that such a 
thing is possible even as milk turns into curds with- 
out the help of any extraneous thing. If it be urged 
that even in this case heat or some such thing starts 
curdling, we say it only accelerates the process, but 
the curdling takes place through the inherent capa- 
city of the milk. One cannot turn water into curds 
by the application of heat ! But Brahman being 
infinite, no such aid is necessary for It to produce 
this world. That It is of infinite power is testified 
by such Srutis as the following : “There is no effect 
and no instrument known of Him, no one is seen 
like unto Him or better. His high power is revealed 
as manifold and inherent, acting as force and 
knowledge.” (Svet. 6. 8). 

55^ II II 

Like gods and others ^ even in the 

world. 


25. (The case of Brahman creating 
the world is) even like the gods and other 
beings in the world. 

It may be objected that the example of milk 
turning into curds is not in point, since it is an 
inanimate substance. One never sees a conscious 
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being:, a potter, to* instance, turning out things 
without the help of external aids. 

This Sutra refutes that objection by giving an 
example of creation by a conscious agent without 
any extraneous help. E'^en as gods, in the sacred 
books, are seen to create without extraneous means 
simply through their inherent power, so also the Lord 
through His infinite power of Maya is able to create 
this world of diversity. The examples cited above 
show that it is not necessary that creation be limited 
by the conditions observed in the creation of pots. 
They are not universal. 

Tojnc 9 : Brahman thouf^h without parts is yet 
the material cause of the world. 

M) ^ II II 

Possibility of the entire (Brahman 
being modified) violation of the 

scriptural statement that Brahman is without 
parts ^ or. 

26. (Brahman’s being the cause of the 
world involves) either the possibility of the 
entire (Brahman being modified) or the 
violation of the scriptural statement that 
Brahman is without parts. 

If Brahman is without parts and yet the material 
cause of the world, then we have to admit that the 
entire Brahman becomes changed into this multiform 
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world. So there will be no Brahman left, but only 
the effect, the world. Moreover, it would contradict 
the scriptural text that Brahman is immutable. If 
on the other hand it is said that the whole of It does 
not undergo modification, but only a part, then we 
shall have to accept that Brahman is made up of 
parts, which is denied by scriptural texts. In either 
case it leads to a dilemma, and so Brahman cannot 
be the cause of the world. 

On account of scriptural texts g but 
on account of being based on the scripture. 

27. But (it cannot be like that) on 
account of scriptural texts (supporting 
both the apparently contradictory views) 
and on account of (Brahman) being based 
on the scripture only. 

‘But’ refutes the view of the former Sutra. 

The entire Brahman does not undergo change, 
though the scriptures say that the world originates 
from Brahman. Witness such texts as, “One foot 
(quarter) of Him is all beings, and three feet are 
what is immortal in heaven” (Chh. 3. 12. 6). And 
as in matters supersensuous the Srutis alone are 
authority, we have to accept that both these opposite 
views are true, though it does not stand to reason. 
The thing is, the change in Brahman is only apparent 
and not real. Hence both the views expressed by 



2 . 1 . 29 ] 


BFAHMA-SUTRAS 


185 


the Sruti are true. It is on this basis that the 
apparently eontradietory texts become reconciled and 
not otherwise. 

^ ft 11 

In the individual soul ^ and thus 
diverse ^ also because. 

28. And because in the individual 
soul also (as in the case of magicians etc.) 
diverse (creation exists). Similarly (with 
Brahman). 

This Sutra establishes the view of the former 
by citing an example. 

In the dream state there appears in the individ- 
ual self, which is one and indivisible, diversity 
resembling the waking state (See Brih. 4 . 3 . 10), and 
yet the indivisible character of the self is not marred 
by it. We see also magicians, for instance, produc- 
ing a multiple creation without any change in them- 
selves. Similarly this diverse creation springs from 
Brahman through Its inscrutable power of Maya, 
though Brahman Itself remains unchanged. 

II II 

On account of the opponent’s view 
being subject to these very objections ^ and. 

29. And on account of the opponent’s 
own view being subject to these very objec- 
tions. 
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If the Pradhana is taken to be the First Cause, 
as the opponents of the Vedantic view (the Sankhyas) 
hold, in that case also, as the Pradhana too is with- 
out parts, the Sankhyan view will be equally subject 
to the objections raised against Brahman as the First 
Cause, The Vedanta viewpoint has, however, 
answered all these objections, while the Sankhyas 
and Vaiseshikas cannot answer them, the changes 
being real according to them. 

Topic 10: Brahman^ s power of Maya 
established. 

g II 1^0 It 

Endowed with all ^ and because 

it is seen. 

30. And (Brahman is) endowed with 
all (powers), because it is seen (from the 
scriptures). 

Generally we see that men endowed with a 
physical body possess such powers. But since 
Brahman has no body, it is not likely that It can 
possess such powers — so says the opponent. 

This Sutra gives proof of Brahman’s being 
endowed with Maya Sakti, the power of Nescience. 
Various scriptural texts declare that Brahman 
possesses all powers. ^‘The great Lord is the Mayin 
(the ruler of Maya)” (Svet. 4. 10). See also 
Chh. 8, 14. 4 and 8. 7. L 
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, 5*1^. II II 


Because devoid of organs *T not ^ if 
it be said that has been explained. 


31. If it be said that because 
(Brahman) is devoid of organs (it is) not 
(able to create, tnough endowed with 
povi^ers), (we say) this has (already) been 
explained. 

As Brahman is devoid of organs. It cannot 
create. Moreover, It is described as ^‘Not this, 
not this”, which precludes all attributes ; so how 
can It possess any powers? This Sutra replies that 
it has already been explained in 2. 1. 4. and 2. 1. 25 
that with respect to Brahman the scripture alone is 
authority and not reason. The scripture declares 
that Brahman, although devoid of organs, possesses 
all capacities. ••Grasping without hands, moving 
swiftly without feet” etc. (Svet. 3. 19). Though 
Brahman is without attributes, yet on account of 
Maya or Nescience It can be taken to possess all 
powers. 


Topic 11 : Brahman^ s creation has no motive 
behind except a sportive impulse, 

jf II 

^ Not on account of having motive. 
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32. (Brahman is) not (the creator of 
the world) on account of (every activity) 
having a motive. 

Granting that Brahman possesses all powers for 
creation, a further objection is raised against Its 
being the cause. Nobody engages himself in any- 
thing without a motive or purpose. Everything is 
undertaken by people to satisfy .some desire. But 
Brahman is self-sufficient, therefore It has nothing 
to gain by the creation; hence we cannot expect It 
to engage Itself in such a useless creation. Therefore 
Brahman cannot be the cause of the world. 

II II 

As is seen in the world g but 
mere pastime. 

33. But (Brahman’s creative activ- 
ity) is mere pastime, as is seen in the 
world. 

Even as kinfs without any motive behind are 
seen to engage in acts for mere pastime, or even as 
men breathe without! a purpose, for it is their very 
nature, or even as children play out of mere fun, 
so also Brahman without any purpose engages Itself 
in creating this world of diversity. This answers 
the objection raised in the previous Sutra against 
Brahman’s being the cause of the world. 
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Topic Pa't’tiality and cruelty cannot be 
attributed to Brahwan, 

II 

Partiality and cruelty not on 

account of Its taking? into consideration (other 
reasons) so f% because declares. 

34. Partiality and cruelty cannot (be 
attributed to Brahman) on account of Its 
taking into consideration (other reasons in 
that matter), because (the scripture) 
declares (it to be) so. 

Some are created poor, some rich; hence the 
Lord is partial to some. He is cruel, inasmuch as 
He makes people suffer. To such an objection this 
Sutra replies that the Lord cannot be accused of 
partiality and cruelty, because He dispenses accord- 
ing to the merit and demerit of the individual soul. 
The scripture declares to that effect, ‘‘A man becomes 
good by good work, bad by bad work” (Brih. 3. 2. 13). 
But this does not contradict the independence of the 
Lord, even as the king’s status is not compromised 
by his giving presents to his » servants according to 
their action. Just as rain helps different seeds to 
sprout, each according to its nature, so God is the 
general efficient cause in bringing the latent tenden- 
cies of each ^ individual t6 fruition. Hence he is 
neither partial nor cruel. 
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II II 


5T Not for want of distinction in work 

^fT if it be said ^ no because of (the 

world) being without a beginning. 

35. If it be said (that is) not (possi- 
ble) for want of any distinction in work 
(before creation), (we say) no, because of 
(the world) being without a beginning. 

Since before the first creation the individual soul 
cannot possibly have had a previous existence, 
whence comes the difference in the condition of 
beings in that first creation, unless the Lord has 
caused it out of His partiality? This objection is 
answered by the Sutra, which says that creation is 
without a beginning and the question of first creation 
cannot arise. It is like a seed and its sprout. So 
the individual souls have always had a previous 
existence add done good or bad deeds in accordance 
with which their lot in a subsequent creation is 
ordained by the Lord. 


Is reasonable and and is 

seen ^ also. 


36. And (that the world is without 
a beginning) is reasonable and is also seen 
(from the scriptures). 
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Reason teUs us +^liat creation must be without 
a beginning. For if the world did not exist in a 
potential state in the form of Samskaras (impres- 
sions), then an absolutely non-existing thing would 
be produced at creation. In that case even liberated 
souls might be reborn. Moreover people would be 
enjoying or suffering without having done anything 
to deserve it — an inslaiue of an effect without a 
cause, which is absurd. It cannot be attributed to 
primeval ignorance, which, being one, requires the 
diversity of individual past work to produce varied 
results. The scriptures also posit the existence of the 
world in former cycles in texts like ‘‘The Lord 
devised the sun and moon as before’’ (Rig- Veda 
10 . 190 . 3 ). 

So partiality and cruelty cannot be imputed to 
the Lord. 


Topic IS: Brahman endoivcd xvith all attributes 
necessary for creation, 

II 

: From the possibility of all attri- 
butes ^ and. 

37. And because all attributes (re- 
quired for the creation of the world) are 
possible (only in Brahman, It is the cause 
of the world). 
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This Sutra answers the objection that because 
Brahman is attributeless It cannot be the material 
cause of the world. 

Objection: Material cause is that which under- 
goes modification as the effect. Such a cause is 
generally seen to possess attributes in the world. 
Therefore an attributeless Brahman cannot be the 
material cause of the world, as it goes counter to 
our everyday experience. 

Anmrer : Though the material cause undergoes 
change to produce the effect, yet this can take place 
in two ways. An actual modification, as when milk 
turns into curds, or an apparent modification due 
to ignorance, as when a rope is taken for a snake. 
Therefore though in the attributeless Brahman an 
actual change is impossible, yet an apparent modi- 
fication is possible owing to Its power of Maya. 
Because of this power all the attributes required in 
the cause for such a creation , are possible only in 
Brahman. Therefore Brahman is the material cause 
of this world, not through actual modification, but 
through apparent modification, and It is also the 
efficient cause of the world. Therefore the fact that 
Brahman is the cause of the world is established. 



CHAPTER II 
Section ii 

In the last section all arguments against Brahman 
being the First Cause have been answered. In this 
section all the doctrines of the other schools are taken 
up for refutation through reasoning alone without 
reference to the authority of' the Vedas. 

In the last Sutra it has been shown that Brahman 
possesses all the attributes, though through Maya, 
for equipping It to be the First Cause of the universe. 
Now the question is taken up whether the Sankhyan 
Pradhana can satisfy all those conditions. 

Topic 1 : Refutation of the Sankhyan theory of the 
Pradhdna as the First Cause. 

T?5RTgqq€« II K II 

: Because of the impossibility of design 
and not that which is inferred. 

1. And that which is inferred (viz. 
tlie Pradhana of the Sankhyas can) not (be 
the First Cause) because (in that case it is) 
not possible (to account for the) design 
(found in the creation). 

In the preceding portion the SS,nkhyan doctrine 
has been refuted here and there on scriptural 
18 
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authority. Sutras 1-10 refute it through reasoning 
independent of the Vedanta texts. 

The inert Pradhana does not possess the intelli- 
gence that is required for creating such a diverse 
and well-designed world as this, and so it cannot 
be the First Cause. 

II ^ II 

Him: Of a tendency ^ and- 

2. And on account of (the impos- 
sibility of such) a tendency (to create). 

Even granting that such a creation is possible 
for the Pradhana, still there are other objections. 

Inert Pradhana cannot again be credited with 
the desire or tendency to create. Clay by itself is 
never seen to creates a pot without the agency of an 
intelligent being. So the inert Pradhana cannot be 
the cause, for in that case the activity necessary 
for the production of the world would be impossible. 
There must be «ome ruling intelligence for that 
purpose. 

II II 

Like milk and water if it be said 
there wfq even. 

3. If it be said (that the Pradhana 
spontaneously undergoes modification) 
like (the flowing of) milk and water, (we 
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say that) even there (it is due to intelli- 
gence). 

The S&nkhyas try to get over the difiRculty by 
saying that even as water flows in rivers spontane- 
ously or milk from the udder to the calf, so also tluj 
inert Pradhana may become active of its own acc«d 
and undergo modification into intellect, Ahankara, 
etc. without the agency of any intelligence. The 
latte’' part of the Sutra refutes this and says that 
even the flowing of water and milk is directed by 
the Supreme Lord. The scriptures also say : “Under 
the mighty rule of this Immutable, O Gargi, some 
rivers flow to the east’’ etc. (Brih. 8. 8. 9); “He 
who inhabits water,, but is within it, . . . who con- 
trols water from within” (Brih. 3. 7. 4). The Lord 
is behind everything directing the material world. 

il^ll 


There being no extraneous agency 
besides it ^ and because it is not dependent. 

4. And because (the Pradhana) is not 
dependent (on an\±hing), there being no 
extraneous agency A>esides it, (its activity 
and non-activity cannot be explained). 


The Pradhana of the Sankhyas being inert, it 
cannot of itself start jto be active, or when oncei 
set in motion, cease to be active pf itself. So in 
the absence of an intelligent guiding principle it is 
impossible for the Sankhyas to explain creation and 
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dissolution at the beginninf and end of a cycle^ 
which they admit. The only other principle besides 
the Pradhana that they admit is the Purusha or sou4 
but according to them it is not an agent, for it is 
indifferent. All other principles which they admit 
including even Karma are but products of the 
Pradhana and as such cannot have any determining 
effect on it. Hence their position launches them 
into a contradiction. 

II n 

Elsewhere because of its absence ^ 

and ^ not even as grass etc*. 

5. And (it can) not (be said that the 
Pradhana undergoes modification spon- 
taneously) even as grass etc. (turn into 
milk) ; because of its absence elsewhere 
(than in the female mammals). 

Nor is the spontaneous modification of the 
Pradhana possible. If you cite grass as an instance, 
we say it is not changed into milk spontaneously 
but only when eaten by female mammals. Other- 
wise it would be converted into milk independently 
of them. Since the analogy itself does not stand, 
we cannot accept the Pradh&na’s undergoing modi- 
fication of itself. 

ii \ n 

Accepting ^ even because of 

the absence of any purpose. 
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6< Even accepting (the Sankhyan 
position with regard to the spontaneous 
modification of the Pradhana, it cannot 
be the First Cause) because of the absence 
of any purpose. 

Granting the spontaneity of the Pradhana, it 
will lead to a contradicti m in their philosophy. If 
the Pradhana is active spontaneously, then this 
activity cannot have any purpose, which would 
contradict the Sankhyan view that the modification 
of the Pradhana is for the experience and Liberation 
of the soul. Moreover, the soul being perfect, it is 
already free and nothing can be added to or taken 
away from it. Hence the Pradhana cannot be the 
First Cause. 

ii 9 \\ 

Even as a person or a magnet 
if it be said even then. 

7. If it be said (that the Purusha can 
direct the Pradhana) even as a (crippled) 
person (can direct a blind man), or a 
magnet (the iron filings), even then (the 
difficulty cannot be surmounted). 

The Sankhyas hold that though the Purusha is 
itself inactive yet it can direct the Pradhana; the 
Sutra refutes it. According to the Sankhyas,^the 
Pradhana is independent, and so it is not in keep- 
ing with this to say that it depends on the nearness 
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of the Purusha for its activity, even as the iron 
filings depend on the magnet for their motion. 
Moreover, the Purusha being always near the 
Pradhana, there would be permanency of creation. 
Again, the case of the lame and the blind is not an 
apt example, for the lame man can give directions 
to the blind one and direct him ; but since the Purusha 
is altogeher indifferent according to the S&nkhyas, it 
cannot do that with respect to the Pradhana. In 
Vedanta, though Brahman is indifferent, yet through 
Maya It is endowed with attributes and activity; 
so It becomes the Creator. Again the Purusha and the 
Pradhana are altogether separate and independent; 
the one is intelligent and indifferent, the other inert 
and independent. Now if these two are to be con- 
nected, a third principle will be required, and since 
no such principle is recognized in the Sankhya philos- 
ophy, their connection is impossible. 



: Owing to the impossibility of the 
relation of principal (and subordinate) ^ and. 

8. And because the relation of princi- 
pal (and subordinate) is impossible (among 
the Gunas, the Pradhana cannot be active). 

The Pradhana, according to the Sankhyas, con- 
sists of the three Gunas (constituents), Sattva, Rajas, 
and Tamas, which are independent of each other and 
in a state of equilibrium before creation. Creation 
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begins .when this equilibrium is upset and one Guna 
becomes more predominant than the other two. 
Equilibrium cannot be upset without any external 
force, nor can the Gubas, which are absolutely 
independent in the stat^ of Pradhana, take of 
themselves a subsidiary /position to another Guna 
without losing their independence. Hence creation 
would be impossible. 

ii ^ ii 

Otherwise if it be inferred ^ even 

owing to the absence of the power of 

intelligence. 

9. Even if it be inferred otherwise, 
owing to the absence of the power of 
intelligence (the other objections to the 
Pradhana being the First Cause remain). 

If it be inferred from the effects that the cause, 
the Pradhana, consists of Gunas which are not abso- 
lutely independent, but contain some characteristics 
inherent in them, like unstability, owing to which 
they themselves enter into a state of inequality even 
while they are in a state of equilibrium, then also 
because of the want of intelligence the objections 
founded on design in the world and that it would 
lead to continuous creation, stand against accepting 
the Pradhanfcl as the First Cause. Vide Sutras 
1 and 4f. 
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%o II 

Because of contradictions ^ also 
inconsistent. 

10. Also because of contradictions 
(the Sankhyan theory) is inconsistent. 

There are various contradictions in the Sankhya 
philosophy, as, for example, sometimes the senses 
are said to be eleven and again they are said to be 
seven, again the Tanmtoas are said to be produced 
from Mahat in one place and in another place from 
Ahankara (Ego), and so on. Its differences with 
Sruti and Smriti are well known. Hence the doctrine 
of the Pradhana of the Sankhyas cannot be accepted. 


Topic Refiitatiov of the objection from the 
Vaiseshika standpoint against Brahman 
being the First Cause, 





II U II 


Even as the great and long «n or 
from the short and the infinitesimal 


11. (The world may originate from 
Brahman) even as the great and long 
(triad etc.) originate from the short (and 
the minute dyad) or (this kind of dyad) 
from the infinitesimal (atom). 

The sankhyas having been refuted, the Vaise- 
shika philosophy is taken up in Sutras 11 — 17 and 
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refuted. First, the pieusible objection against Brahman 
being the First Cau.^e is answered from the standpoint 
of the Vaiseshikas in Sutra 11. According to 
them the qualities of the cause produce similglr 
qualities in the effects, even as the whiteness of the 
threads produce that of the cloth woven out of them. 
So if the world is created from Brahman, the quality 
of intelligence should abide in the world also; but 
as d matter of fact it does not. So Brahman cannot 
be the cause of the world. This argument is refuted 
on the ground that the same objection applies to 
the Vaiseshika view of creation also ; hence it is no 
special objection against Vedanta. According to 
them the ultimate condition of the world is atomic, 
and all things in this world are but aggregates of 
the different kinds of atoms. The atoms are eternal 
and the ultimate cause of the world. In the state 
of dissolution the world exists in the atomic state. 
At the time of creation the atoms of air are set in 
motion by Adrishta, the unseen principle, and two 
atoms combine to form a dyad. Again, three dyads 
combine to form a triad and four dyads form a 
tetrad, and in this way gross air is created. Similarly, 
the other elements are created from their respective 
atoms and dyads. An atom, according to this philos- 
ophy, is infinitesimal, a dyad is minute and short, 
and compounds from the triad upwards are great 
and long. Now, if two atoms which are spherical^ 
produce a dyad which is minute and shor^^Jatit in 
which the sphericity of the atom is not-^teproduced. 
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or if four dyads, which are short and minute, produce 
a tetrad, which is great and long, but the minute- 
ness and shortness of the dyad are not handed down, 
it is clear that all the qualities of the cause are not 
reproduced in the effect. So there can be no abjec- 
tion to an intelligent Brahman being the cause of 
the world, which is not intelligent. Brahman, which 
is Knowledge and Bliss, can produce a world which 
is inert ^and full of misery. 

^Topic S: Refutation of the atomic theory 
of the Vaiseshikas, 

Having answered the objection against the 
Vedantic view, the author of the Sutras now pro- 
ceeds to refute the Vaiseshika philosophy. 

5T a a 

In either case ^ is not activity 
therefore ?rr|rWT^: negation of that. 

12. In either case (viz. the Adrishta, 
the unseen principle, inhering either in the 
atoms or in the soul) the activity (of the 
atoms) is not (possible) ; therefore the 
negation of that (viz. of creation through 
the combination of atoms). 

If the world is created by the combination of 
atoms, the question is, what causes this combination ? 
If it is a seen cause, it is not possible before the 
creation of the body. A seen cause can either be an 
endeavou]^, or an impact, or the like. Unless there 
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is the connection of the soul with the naind, there can 
be no endeavour oi\ the part of the soul, according to 
the Vaiseshika assumption. And since before creation 
there is no body and therefore no mind, endeavour 
cannot take place. Similarly with impact etc. If the 
cause is Adrishta (the unseen principle), does it inhere 
in the soul or in the atoms ? In either case, it cannot 
be the cause of the first motion of the atoms ; for this 
Adrishta is non-intelligent and so cannot act by itself. 
If it is inherent in the soul, the soul being then inert, 
there is no intelligence tc guide this Adrishta. If it is 
inherent in the atoms, it being always present, a state 
of dissolution would be impossible, for the atoms will 
be always active. Again, the soul is without parts like 
the atoms, and so there j#no possibility of any connec- 
tion between the soul and the atoms. Consequently, 
if the Adrishta inheres in the soul, it cannot influence 
the motion cf the atoms not connected with the sc^ Jr. 
So in all cases original activity in the J^i^oms is not 
possible, and in the absence of th*^^ there can be no 
combination of atoms, as the 'Vi^fiseshikas say. dense- 
quently, the theory that the '^orld is created by the 
combination of atoms is unte^®^^^^- 

ti ii 

Sama^®^^ being admitted ^ also 
equality of reasi^^^^ regressns in 

infinitum would result. 

18. (the VaisesM^a theory is unten- 
able) also (because if Involves) a regreasus 
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in infinitum on similar reasoning, since it 
accepts Samavaya. 

Samavaya or inseparable inherence is one of the 
seven categories of the Vaiseshikas. They say it is 
this that connects the dyad with its constituents, the 
two atoms, since the dyad and the atoms are of differ- 
ent qualities. In that case Samavaya (inherence) 
itself also being different from these dyads and atoms, 
which it connects, another Samavaya will be required 
to connect it with these, and that in its turn will 
require another Samavaya to connect it with the first 
Samavaya and so on without an end. Hence the 
argument would be defective, and consequently the 
atomic doctrine, which admit| Samavaya for combina- 
tion, is inadmissible. 

Vi II 

Permanently ^5 and because exist- 
ing- 

|L4. And bfetcause of the permanent 
existence (of the tupndency to act or other- 
wise of the atoms, V^the atomic theory is 
inadmissible). 

The atomic theory invo^yes another difficulty. If 
the atoms are by nature active, then creation would 
be permanent, for dissolution would mean a change 
in the nature of the atoms^^ which is impossible. If 
on the other hand, they ar^ by nature inactive, then 
dissolution would be permanent, and there will be 
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no creation for the same reason. Their nature can- 
not be both activity and inactivity, they being contra- 
dictory. If they are neither, their activity and in- 
activity would depend on an efficient cause, like 
Adrishta, which being always' connected with the 
atoms, they will always be active, and creation would 
be permanent. If on the other hand, there is no 
efficient cause, there will be no activity of the atoms 
and hence no creation. Consequently the atomic 
theory Is again inadmissible. 

firnqt, ii it 

On account of possessing colour etc- 
^ and the opposite because it is seen- 

15. And on account of (the atoms) 
possessing colour etc., the opposite (of 
what tile Vaiseshikas hold would be true), 
because it is seen. 

The atoms are said to have colour etc., for other- 
wise the effects will not possess these qualities, since 
it is the qualities of the cause that are found in the 
effects. In that case the atoms would cease to be 
atomic and permanent. For whatever possesses 
colour etc. is found to be gross, not minute, and im- 
permanent as compared with its cause. So the atoms 
also, which have colour etc., must be gross and 
impermanent, and this contradicts the Vaiseshika 
tenet that they are minute and permanent. So the 
atoms cannot be the ultimate cause of the world. 
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W5mT In either case ^ and because of 

defects. 

16 . And because of defects in either 
case (the atomic theory is untenable). 


The four gross elements earth, water, fire, and 
air are produced from atoms. Now these elements are 
different as regards qualities. Earth, for example, has 
the qualities of touch, taste, smell, and colour, while 
water has only three of these, fire only two, and air 
one. If we suppose that their respective atoms also 
possess the same number of qualities as they, then 
while an atom of air has one quality, an atom of earth 
will have four qualities. Possessing four qualities 
it will be bigger in size, for our experience says that 
an increase of qualities cannot take place without an 
increase of size, and consequently it would cease to 
be atomic. If, on the other hand, we take them all 
to possess the same number of qualities, then there 
cannot be any difference in the qualities of the prod- 
ucts, the elements, according to the principle that 
the qualities of the cause are reproduced in its effects. 
In either case, the Vaiseshika doctrine is defective 
and therefore inadmissible. 


II II 

Because it is not accepted and 
completely to be rejected. 
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17. And because (the atomic theory) 
is not accepted (by any authoritative 
persons like Manu and others) it is to be 
completely rejected. 

Topic Refutatioji of the Bauddha Realists. 

pi^stTfe: ii a 

The aggregate evrq-tgU having for its cause 
the tv^o even it will not take place. 

18. Even if the (two kinds of) aggre- 
gates proceed from their two causes, there 
would result the non-formation (of the two 
aggregates). 

This Sutra begins the refutation of the Bauddha 
school. There are three principal schools of 
Buddhism, viz, the Realists, who accept the reality 
of both the outside and the inside world, consisting 
respectively of external things and thought ; the 
Idealists, who maintain that thought alone is real ; 
anil the Nihilists, who maintain that everything is 
void and unreal. But all of^them agree that every- 
thing is momentary — nothing lasts beyond a 
moment. 

The Realists among the Bauddhas recognize two 
aggregates, the external material world and the 
internal mental world — both together making up the 
universe. Thf external world is made up of the 
aggregation of atoms. These atoms are of four kinds 
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— atoms of earth, which are hard; atoms of water, 
which are viscid ; atoms of fire, which are hot ; 
and atoms of air, which are mobile. Of the 
internal world, the five Skandhas (groups) are 
the cause. They are — Rupa Skandha, compris- 
ing the senses and their objects ; the Vijnana 
Skandha, comprising the series of self-cognitions 
which give rise to the notion of ‘I’ ; the Vedana 
Skandha, comprising pleasure, pain, etc. ; the Samjna 
Skandha, comprising the cognition of things by 
names, as, he is a man; and the Samskara Skandha, 
comprising attachment and aversion, Dharma 
(merit), Adharma (demerit), etc. By the aggre- 
gation of these Skandhas the internal aggregate or 
the mental world is produced. These are the two 
internal and external aggregates referred to in the 
Sutras. Sutras 18-27 refute the Realists’ view. 

The question now arises, how are these aggre- 
gates formed ? Is there an intelligent principle 
behind as the cause, the guide, of the aggregation, 
or does it take place spontaneously.^ If there is an 
intelligent principle, is it stationary or momentary.^ 
If it is stationary, the Buddhistic doctrine of moment- 
ariness is contradicted. If it is momentary, then 
we cannot say that it comes into existence first and 
then unites the atoms, for that would mean that the 
cause lasts for more than one moment. Again, if 
there is no intelligent principle as guide, how can the 
non-intelligent atoms and the Skandhas aggregate in 
a systematic way? Moreover, the activity would 
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be eternal, and there ^onid be no destruction or 
Prala3"a. For ali these reasons the formation of 
aggregates cannot be accounted for, and in their 
absence there cannot exist the stream of mundane 
existence. Consequently, the doctrine of this school 
of Bauddhas is untenable. 

II II 

Because of successive causality 
^ if it be said *T no because 

they are merely the efficient cause of the origin. 

19 . If it be said (that the formation 
of aggregates is possible) because of the 
successive causality (of Nescience etc. in 
the Bauddha series), (we say), no, because 
they are merely the efficient cause of the 
origin (of the immediately subsequent 
thing in the series, and not of the 
aggregation). 

The series is as follows Nescience, Samskara 
(attachment, aversion, etc.), Vijnana (self-conscious- 
ness), name (earth, water, etc.), colour (the rudi- 
mentary ingredients of the body), abode of the six 
(i.e. the body and the senses), contact, experience of 
pleasure etc., desire, movement, merit and demerit, 
etc. In this series the immediately preceding item is 
the cause of the next, and so we can explain the 
14 
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mundane existence without any combining principle, 
as demanded in the previous Sutra. These consti- 
tute an uninterrupted chain of cause and effect, 
revolving unceasingly, and this cannot take place 
without aggregates. So aggregates are a reality. 

The Sutra refutes it by saying that though in the 
series the preceding one is the cause of the subse- 
quent one, there is nothing which can be the cause 
of the whole aggregate. That the atoms cannot com- 
bine of themselves even when they are assumed to 
be permanent and eternal, has been shown in refut- 
ing the Vaiseshikas. Much more is their combina- 
tion by themselves impossible when they are moment- 
ary, as the Buddhists hold. Again, the individual 
soul, for whose enjoyment etc. this aggregate of 
body etc. exists, is also momentary and cannot 
therefore be an enjoyer; and whose again is Libera- 
tion, since the individual soul is momentary ? So the 
series, though it stands in a relation of successive 
causality, cannot be the cause of the aggregates, and 
there being no permanent enjoyer, there is neither 
any need of these aggregates. So the Bauddha doc- 
trine of momentariness is untenable. 

The Sutra can also be explained as follows : 
The Bauddhas say, if we hold that the atoms 
stand in a relation of causality, then no combining 
principle of the atoms would be necessary; in that 
case they would join of themselves. The latter part 
of the Sutra refutes this saying that the causality 
will explain only the production of the atoms of the 
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pot of a sabsequefni moment by the atoms of the pot 
of a previous moment, but will not explain the com- 
bination of the atoms into an aggregate, which can 
take place only if there is an intelligent agent behind, 
for otherwise the combination of inert and moment- 
ary atoms cannot be explained. 

II Ho n 

At the time of the production of the 
subsequent thing ^ and because the ante- 

cedent one has ceased to exist. 

20. And because at the time of the 
production of the subsequent thing (even 
in the series of successive causality) the 
antecedent thing has already ceased to 
exist, (it cannot be the cause of the 
subsequent thing). 

The Sutra now refutes that even the successive 
causality spoken of the series Nescience, Samskaras, 
etc. is untenable. Since everything is momentary, 
the antecedent thing would already have ceased to 
exist at tl^ next moment, when the subsequent thing 
is createcj^; so it cannot be the cause of the other. 
The clay /that exists at the time the pot is created, is 
alone tj^e cause of the pot, and not that which 
existed before and has ceased to exist then. If it be 
still maintained to be the cause, then we have to 
accept that es^istence comes out of non-existence, 
which is impossible. Again the acceptance of the 
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doctrine of momentariness would go against the 
principle that the effect is the cause in a new form. 
This principle shows that the cause exists in the 
effect, which means that it is not momentary. Again 
on account of the momentariiiess of things ‘origina- 
tion’ and ‘destruction’ will be synonymous, for if 
we say there is difference between the two, then we 
shall be forced to say that the thing lasts at least for 
more than one moment, and consequently we shall 
have to abandon the doctrine of momentariness. 

ii it 

If non-existence (of cause) be assumed 
contradiction of the proposition 
otherwise simultaneity. 

21. If non-existence (of cause) be 
assumed, (the effects being produced in 
spite of it) (there will result) contradiction 
of their (Bauddhas’) proposition. Other- 
wise (there would result) simultaneity (of 
cause and effect). 

If, to avoid the difficulty shown in the previous 
Sutra, the Bauddhas say that effects are produced 
without a cause, then they would contradict their 
own proposition that every effect has a cause. If 
on the other hand a cause be assumed, then we have 
to accept that the cause and effect exist simultane- 
ously at the next moment, Le, the cause laiSts for 
more. than one moment, as already shown in the last 
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Sutra, which would falsify the doctrine of momentari- 
ness. 





Conscious de- 
struction and unconscious destruction would be 
impossible Rowing to non-interruption. 


22. Conscious and unconscious de- 
struction would be impossible owing to 
non-interruption. 

The Bauddhas maintain that universal destruc- 
tion is ever going on, and that this destruction is of 
two kinds, conscious and unconscious. The former 
depends upon an act of thought, as when a jar is 
broken by a man with a stick, while the latter is the 
natural decay of things. The Sutra says that either 
kind of destruction would be impossible, for it must 
refer either to the series of momentary existences or 
to the single members of that series. The series is 
continuous and can never be stopped. Why ? 
Because the last momentary existence before such 
destruction must be assumed either to produce its 
effect or not to produce it. If it does then the series 
would continue and will not be destroyed. If it does 
not produce the effect, the last momentary existence 
ceases to be a fact at all, for according to the 
Bauddhas existence (Satta) means causal efficiency. 
Again the non-existence of the last momentary exist- 
ence would lead backward to the non-existence of the 
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previous momentary existence and so on of the whole 
series. 

Again these two kinds of destruction cannot be 
found in the individual members of the series also. 
For owing to the momentary existence of each mem- 
ber no conscious destruction of it is possible. Neither 
can it be unconscious destruction, since the individ- 
ual member is not altogether destroyed; for when a 
pot is destroyed we find the existence of the clay in 
the sherds. Even in those cases where it seems to 
vanish, as when a drop of water disappears on 
account of heat, we can infer that it continues to 
exist in some other form, viz. as steam. 

^ II II 

In either case and because of objec- 
tions. 

23. And in either case (i.e. whether 
Nescience with its offshoots meets with 
conscious or unconscious destruction 
resulting in final release) because of the 
objections (that arise, the Bauddha posi- 
tion is untenable). 

Nescience, according to the Bauddhas, is the 
false idea of permanency in things momentary. They 
say that on the destruction of it Moksha or Freedom 
is attained. Now this destruction of Nescience must 
be one of the two kinds referred to in the last Sutra. 
If it is a conscious destruction, depending on the 
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effort of the individtiai — his penance and knowledge^ 
then this would gq counter to the Buddhistic doctrine 
of momentariness, according to which Nescience will 
also be momentary and cease to exist after a moment 
of its own accord. And if we say that the destruc- 
tion of ignorance is spontaneous, then the Buddhist 
instruction ac to the ‘path’ is useless. So in either 
case the Bauddha position is untenable. 

satwrft II II 

In the case of Akasa (space) also 
there being no difference. 

24. The case of Akasa also not being 
different (from the twofold destruction, 
it also cannot be a non-entity). 

According to the Bauddhas, besides the twofold 
destruction Akasa or space is a third non-entity. It 
means the absence in general of any covering or 
occupying body. It has been shown in Sutras 22-28 
that the two kinds of destruction are not absolutely 
devoid of positive characteristics and so cannot be 
non-entities. The case of Akasa is also similar. Just 
as earth, air, etc. are recognized to be entities in 
consequence of their being the substratum of prop- 
erties like smell etc., similarly Akasa also on account 
of its being the substratum of sound ought to be 
recognized as an entity. Earth etc. are experienced 
through their attributes, and the existence of Akasa 
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also is experienced through its attribute, sound. 
Consequently it also must be an entity. 

H II 

On account of memory and 

25. And on account of memory (the 
permanency of the experiencer has to be 
recognized). 

A further refutation of the momentariiiess of 
things is given here. If everything is momentary, 
the experiencer or enjoyer of something must also be 
momentary. But that the enjoyer is not momentary 
and abides longer is realized from the fact that 
people have the memory of past experiences. 
Memory is possible only in a person who has pre- 
viously experienced it, for what is experienced by 
one man is not remembered by another. So the 
agent of the experience and the remembrance being 
the same, he is connected with at least two 
moments — which refutes the doctrine of momentari- 
ness. 


mm:, II II 

5T Not from non-existence because 

this is not seen. 

26. (Existence does) not (result) 
from non-existence, because this is not 
seen. 
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The Bauddhas say that from anything that is 
eternal and non-cJia|iging no effects can be produced ; 
for that which does not change cannot give rise to 
effects. So they say that the cause undergoes destruc- 
tion before the effect is produced. The seed under- 
goes destruction, and then the sprout comes out. 
In other words, existence springs from non-existence. 
The Sutra refutes this by saying that if it were so, 
then the assumption of special causes would be 
meaningless. Anything might spring from anything; 
for non-entity is the same in all cases. There is no 
difference between the non-entity of a mango stone 
and that of an apple seed. Consequently we could 
expect an apple tree to come out of a mango stone. 
If there are distinctions between non-existences, with 
the result that the non-existence of a mango stone 
differs from that of an apple seed, and therefore 
they produce certain definite results, then they will 
no longer be non-entities, but something positive. 



^ II II 


Of the effortless even ^ and 
thus f%f%: attainment of the goal- 

27. And thus (if existence should 
spring from non-existence, there would 
result) the attainment of the goal even by 
the effortless. 

Mere inactivity would result in the fulfilment of 
all ends, for there would no longer be the necessity 
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of the cause, activity. Even final Freedom 'would 
result without any effort. 

Topic 5: Refutation of the Banddha Idealists, 

simw:, II II 

Is not non-existence : on account of 
their being experienced. 

, 28. Non-existence (of things extern- 

al) is not (true), on account of their being 
experienced. 

From this Sutra begins the refutation of the 
Idealists among the Bauddhas, according to whom 
only ideas exist and nothing else. 

According to them the external world is non- 
existent. Does it mean that the objective world is 
absolutely non-existent like the horns of a hare, or 
does it mean that it is unreal even as the world 
seen in a dream is unreal. The Sutra refutes the 
former view. In that case we could not have 
experienced it. The external world is an object of 
experience through the senses, and cannot therefore 
be altogether non-existent like the horns of a hare. 
The Buddhist may say that he does not affirm that 
he is conscious of no object, but only that what is 
seen in his consciousness alone shines as something 
external. But then the very nature of consciousness 
itself proves the existence of external things different 
from consciousness, for men are conscious of things 
or objects of perception, and nobody is conscious 
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of his perception merely. The very fact that the 
Bauddhas say that the internal cognition appears ‘as 
something external* shows that the external world 
is real. If it were not real, the comparison ‘like 
something external’ would be meaningless. No one 
says that Devadatta is like the son of a barren 
woman. 

!T ti ii 

4wlfT Owing to the difference of nature ^ and 
is not like dreams etc. 

29 . And owing to the difference of 
nature (in consciousness between the wak- 
ing and the dream state, the experience of 
the waking state) is not like dreams etc. 

This Sutra refutes the alternative view given in 
the previous Sutra. The Bauddhas may say that 
perception of the external world is to be considered 
similar to dreams and the like. In a dream there 
are no external objcts; yet the ideas appear in a 
twofold form as subject and object. The appearance 
of an external world is similarly independent of any 
objective reality. This Sutra refutes that view. There 
is a difference between the dream state and the wak- 
ing state. What is seen in a dream is contradicted 
by waking experience, it is unreal. The dream state 
is a kind of memory, but the waking state is a real 
perception ; so it cannot be rejected as untrue. More- 
over, what is the proof of the existence of conscious- 
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ness except experience? If that is so, why should 
not an object which is experienced be taken also 
as existing ? It may be said that even the Vedftntins 
acknowledge the unreality of the external world, 
since it is contradicted by the knowledge of 
Brahman, and that this view is based on the Srutis. 
But if the Bauddhas accept the authority of the 
Vedas, then they would be included within the 
Vedantic school and no longer remain outside it, 
but as a matter of fact they do not accept the Vedas. 

SI «R:, || || 

5T Is not mw, existence : because (external 

things) are not experienced. 

30. The existence (of Samskaras) is 
not (possible according to the Bauddhas), 
because (external things) are not experi- 
enced. 

The Bauddhas say that though external things 
do not exist, yet the actual variety of notions like pot, 
cloth, etc. can be accounted for by the preceding Sams- 
karas or mental impressions left by previous experi- 
ence, even as the impressions of the waking state 
give rise to the variety of experience in the dream 
state. This view is not tenable, says the Sutra, for 
mental impressions are impossible without the percep- 
tion of external objects, and this the Bauddhas deny. 
The assumption of a beginningless series of mental 
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impressions as cause end effect would only lead to 
a regremi^ in infinituin and not solve the difficulty* 

n II 

On account of the momentariness ^ 

and. 

31. And on account of the moment- 
ariness (of the ego-consciousness it can- 
not be the abode of the Samskaras). 

The mental impressions must have an abode. 
Without that they cannot exist. But the doctrine 
of momentariness denies permanency to everything. 
Even the Alayavijnana or ego-consciousness, is 
momentary and cannot be that abode. Unless there 
is a permanent principle connecting the past, present, 
and future, there cannot be remembrance or recogni- 
tion of an experience originating at a particular time 
and place. If the Alayavijnana is said to be some- 
thing permanent, then that would go counter to the 
doctrine of momentariness. 

II 11 

In every way being illogical and. 

32. And (as the Bauddha system is) 
illogical in every way (it cannot be 
accepted). 

This Sutra can also be interpreted as refuting the 
Nihilists : The banslation would then be : And (as 
Nihilism) is illogical etc. 
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Nihilism of the Bauddhas goes counter to every- 
thing. It goes against the Sruti, the Smriti, percep- 
tion, inference, and every other means of right 
knowledge and so has to be entirely disregarded by 
those who are mindful of their welfare. 

Topic 6: Refutation of the Jainas. 

II II 

^ Not in one on account of the 

impossibility. 

33. On account of the impossibility 
(of contrary attributes) in one and the 
same thing (the Jaina doctrine is) not 
(true). 

After the refutation of the Bauddhas the Jaina 
doctrine is taken up for discussion and refutation. 
The Jainas acknowledge seven categories, which can 
be mainly divided into two groups, the soul and the 
non-soul. Again they predicate seven different views 
as regards the reality of everything. Everything 
according to them may be real, unreal, both real and 
unreal, different from real and unreal, indescribable, 
and so on. Now this view about things cannot be 
accepted, as it is absurd to think of the same thing 
as endowed with these contradictory attributes of 
reality, unreality, etc. According to the Jaina doc- 
trine we cannot arrive at any certain knowledge, and 
this world, heaven, and even Freedom will become 
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doubtful. According to Veddntie view, however, the 
world is Anirvachaniya, unspeakable, and so fit for 
all relative purposes. 

H n 

In the same way ^ and non- 

universality of the soul. 

34. And in the same way (there 
would arise) the non-universality of the 
soul. 

The Jainas say that the soul is of the size of 
the body. If so, it would be limited and with parts; 
therefore it cannot be eternal. Another difficulty 
would be that the soul of an ant taking an elephant 
body as a result of its past work will not be able to 
fill up that body; and conversely, the soul of an 
elephant will not have sufficient space in an ant body. 
The same difficulty arises with respect to the different 
stages like childhood, youth, old age, etc. in a 
single individual. 

fi g || l| 

Ji ^ Nor rraiaift in turn even consistency 

on account of change etc. 

35. Nor (can) consistency (be gained) 
even (if the soul is assumed to take on and 
discard parts) in turn (to suit different 
bodies), on account of the change etc. (of 
the soul in that case). 
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To get over the difficulty shown in the previous 
Sutra about the soul being of the size of the body 
it assumes, if it be regarded as having parts and 
alternately adding to and taking away from them, 
then another defect, viz. the soul undergoing modi- 
fication and consequently being non-eternal, would 
arise. If it is non-eternal and ever-changing, bond- 
age and Liberation cannot be predicated of it. 



Because of the permanency (of the 
size) at the end ^ and there follows the 

permanency of the two there is no difference. 

36. And because of the permanency 
(of the size of the soul) at the end (i.e. on 
release) there follows the permanency of 
the two (preceding sizes, viz. those at the 
beginning and middle), (hence) there is no 
difference (as to' the size of the soul at 
any time). 

The size of the soul at the time of release, the 
Jainas hold, is permanent. Now if this size is 
permanent, it cannot have been created, for nothing 
created is eternal and permanent. If it is not created, 
it must have existed in the beginning and middle as 
well. In other words the size of the soul was always 
the same, be it minute or great. Hence the Jaina 
theory that it varies according to the size of the body 
is untenable. 
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Topic 7: Refutation of the doctrine that God is 
only the efficient^ I nol mMerial, cause of the world. 

1 | 

The Lord’s on account of inconsist- 

ency. 

37. The Lord’s (being merely the 
efficient cause of the world cannot hold 
good) on account of the inconsistency (of 
that doctrine). 

The Vedanta says that the Lord is both the 
efficient and the material cause of the world. The 
Naiyayikas, Vaiseshikas. Yogins, and Maheswaras 
say that the Lord is the efficient cause only, and 
the material cause is either the atoms according to the 
Naiyayikas and Vaiseshikas, or the Pradhana accord- 
ing to the Yogins and others. He is the ruler of 
the Pradhana and the souls, which are different from 
Him. Such a view leads to inconsistency. How? 
Because it makes the Lord partial to some and pre- 
judiced against others, for some people are well off 
in this world, while others are miserable. The 
opponents here may say : How does the Vedantin 
get out of the difficulty ? He replies : The Lord is 
impartial, but He directs the individuals according 
to their merit and demerit earned in previous exist- 
ences. (See Sutras 2. 1 . 34-35). For the scriptures 
say so, and if you accept scriptural authority in this, 
you will have to accept its statement, will be 
15 
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many’’ etc. (Taitt. 2. 6), which shows that the Lord 
is both the efficient and the material cause. 

11 II 

: Because relation is not possible ^ 

and. , 

38. And because relation (between 
the Lord and the Pradhana or the souls) 
is not possible. 

As the Lord is devoid of parts, and so also the 
Pradhana and the souls, there can be no conjunc- 
tion between the Lord and them, and consequently 
they cannot be ruled by Him. Neither can the 
relation be one of inherence, which subsists between 
entities inseparably connected as whole and part, 
substance and attributes, etc. This difficulty does 
not arise in the case of the Vedantins, firstly because 
the relation is inexpressible identity (Tadatmya) and 
secondly because they depend on the Srutis for their 
authority and so are not expected to base their 
reasoning entirely on observed facts, as the opponents 
have to, 

I1 ii 

• Rulership being impossible and. 

39. And on account of the rulership 
(of the Lord) being impossible. 

These schools infer the existence of the Lord, 
and say that He directs the Pradh&na etc. as the 
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potter does his clay. But the Pradh&na etc. are not 
objects of perception like the clay. Hence the Lord 
cannot direct them, for the inference must be strictly 
in accordance with observed facts. 

<KrjRrs^, II «o II 

iincnr^ As the senses if it be said »r no 
because of enjoyment etc. 

40. If it be said (that the Lord rules 
the Pradhana etc.) even as (the Jiva rules) 
the senses (which are also not perceived), 
(we say) no, because of the enjoyment etc. 

Even as the individual soul directs the sense- 
organs which are not perceived, so also we can take 
that the Lord rules the Pradhana etc. — says the 
opponent. The analogy is not proper, for in the 
former case the Jiva is seen to enjoy pleasure, suffer 
jjain, etc., from which we infer that it rules the 
organs. If the analogy be true, the Lord also would 
suffer pain and pleasure caused by the Pradhana etc. 

Subject to destruction non-omnis- 

cience or. 

41. (There would result from their, 
doctrine the Lord’s) being subject to des- 
truction or (His) non-omniscience. 

According to these schools the Lord is omni^^ 
xjient and eternal, i.e. not subject to destruction^ 
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The Lord, the Pradhana, and the souls according 
to the Maheshwaras are infinite and separate. Now 
the question is, does the omniscient Lord know the 
measure of the Pradhana, soul, and Himself or 
not? In either case the doctrine of the Lord’s being 
the mere efficient cause of the universe is untenable. 
If the Lord knows their measure, they are all limited, 
and therefore a time will come when they will all 
cease to exist. Again, if he does not know them, 
then He would cease to be omniscient. 

Topic 8: Refutation of the Bhdgavata or the 
Pdnchardtra school, 

ii 

Owing to the impossibility of orig- 
ination. 

42. The origination (of the individual 
soul from the Lord) being impossible (the 
Pancharatra doctrine is untenable). 

The Pancharatra or the Bhagavata school is now 
taken up for examination. It recognizes the material 
and efficient causality of the Lord, but propounds 
certain other views which are objectionable. Accord- 
ing to it Vasudeva is the Supreme Lord, the material 
and efficient cause of the world. By worshipping 
Him, meditating on Him, and knowing Him one 
attains Liberation. From Vasudeva is born Sankar- 
shana, the Jiva ; from Jiva Pradyumna, the mind ; 
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from inind Aniruddha, the Ego. These are the 
fourfold form (Vyuba) of the Lord Vasudeva. 

Of these, the view that Vasudeva is the Supreme 
Lord, to be worshipped and so on, the Vedantin 
accepts, as it is not againrA the Sruti. But the 
creation of the Jiva etc. he rejects, as such creation 
is impossible. Why ? Because if the soul be 
created, it would be subject to destruction, and so no 
Liberation can be predicated of it. That the soul is 
not created will be shown in Sutr^ 2. 3. 17. 

!f \\ 

^ ^ Nor from the agent the instrument. 

43. Nor (is it seen that) the instru- 
ment (is produced) from the agent. 

As an instrument, like an axe, is not seen to be 
produced from the agent, the wood-cutter, the 
Bhagavata doctrine — that from the individual soul is 
produced the internal instrument or mind, and from 
the mind the ego — cannot be accepted. Neither is 
there any scriptural authority for it. The scripture 
plainly says that everything originates from Brahman. 

f^fRT^rrt || «« ii 

If intelligence etc. exist ^ or 
no warding off of that. 

44. Or if the (four Vyuhas are said 
to) possess intelligence etc., yet there is 
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no warding off of that (viz. the objection 
raised in Sutra 42). 

The Bhagavatas may say that all the forms are 
Vasudeva, the Lord, and that all of them equally 
possess knowledge and lordship, strength, valour^ 
etc., and are free from faults and imperfections. 
In this case there will be more than one Iswara,. 
which is redundant and also goes against their own 
assumption. Even granting all this, the origination 
of the one from the other is unthinkable. Being 
equal in all respects, none of them can be the cause 
of another, for the effect must have some feature 
that is lacking in the cause. Again the forms of 
V&sudeva cannot be limited to four only, as the 
whole world from Brahma down to a clump of grass, 
is a form of the Supreme Being. 

II II 

Because x)f contradictions and. 

45. And because of contradictions 
(the Bhagavata view is untenable). 

Moreover the theory involves many contradic- 
tions. Sometimes it speaks of the four forms as 
qualities of the Atman and sometimes as the Atman 
itself. 



CHAPTER II 

Section hi 

In the previous section the inconsistency of the 
doctrines of the various non-Vedantic schools has 
been shown and consequently their unreliability has 
been eslablished. A doubt may arise that on account 
of contradiction among the Sruti texts, the doctrine 
that upholds Brahman as the First Cause may also 
be of the same class. To clear such a doubt by 
harmonizing the apparent contradictions in scriptural 
texts, the next two sections are begun. The argu- 
ments of the opponent, who tries to prove the 
self-contradiction of the Sruti texts, are always given 
first, and then follows the refutation. 

Topic 1 : Ether is not eternal hut created. 

sr 31^: II ^ II 

^ Not Akasa (as it is) not so stated by 
the Sruti. 

1. Akasa (is) not (created), (as it is) 
not so stated by the Sruti. 

To start with, the texts dealing with creation 
are taken up, and Ak&sa (ether) is first dealt with. 
In the Chhandogya Upanishad, where the order of 
creation is given, the text says, ‘‘It thought, ‘May I 
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be many, may I grow forth.’ It sent forth fire” 
(%. 2. 3). Here there is no mention of Ak&sa being 
produced by the Sat or Brahman. Hence Akasa has 
no origin, it is eternal. 

g II 51 II 

There is g but. 

2. But there is (a Sruti text which 
states that Akasa is created). 

The opponent in this Sutra anticipates a possible 
objection against his arguments advanced in Sutra 1, 
and explains it away in Sutra 3. The text referred 
to here is, ‘‘From that Self (Brahman) sprang Akasa 
(ether)” etc. (Taitt. 2. 1). 

II II 

Used in a secondary sense on account 

of the impossibility. 

3. (The Sruti text dealing with the 
origin of Akasa) is to be taken in a second- 
ary sense, on account of the impossibility 
(of Akasa being created). 

The Taittiriya text referred to in the previous 
Sutra, the opponent holds, should be taken in a 
secondary sense, as Akasa cannot be created. It has 
no parts and hence cannot be created. Moreover, 
Akasa is all-pervading, and therefore it can be infer- 
red that it is eternal — without origin. 
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II « H 

the Sruti texts ^ also. 

4. Also from the Sruti texts (we find 
that Akasa is eternal). 

In the last Sutra Akasa was inferred to be 
eternal. Here the opponent cites a Sruti text to 
show that it is eternal. The text referred to is, 
‘^(And the formless are) Vayu and Akasa — these are 
immortal” (Brih. 2. 3. 3). Being immortal or eternal, 
it cannot have a beginning. 

agisns^^ii ^ II 

Is possible ^ and of the same (word 
^sprang’) like the word ‘Brahman’. 

5. It is possible that the same word 
{^sprang’ be used in a primary) and 
(secondary sense) like the word ‘Brah- 
man\ 

The opponent in the Sutra answers a weak point 
in his argument, viz. how can the same word 
‘sprang’ in the Taittiriya text, “From that Self 
(Brahman) sprang Akasa ; from Akasa sprang Vayu 
(air), from air sprang fire” etc. (2. 1), be used in a 
secondary sense with respect to Akasa and in the 
primary sense with respect to air, fire, etc } He does 
this by referring to other Sruti texts, where the word 
^Brahman’ is so used. “Try to know Brahman by 
penance, for penance is Brahman,” where Brahman 
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is used both in a primary and in a secondary 
sense in the same text; also ‘‘Food is Brahman’^ 
(Taitt. 3. 2) and “Bliss is Brahman^^ (Taitt. 8. 6), 
where Brahman is used in a secondary and primary 
sense respectively in two complementary texts. 



Non-abandonment of proposition 
f rom non-distinction from the Srutis. 

6. The non-abandonment of the prop- 
osition {viz. by the knowledge of one 
everything else becomes known, can result 
only) from the non-distinction (of the 
entire world from Brahman). From the 
Sruti texts (which declare the non-differ- 
ence of the cause and its effects, this prop- 
osition is established). 

This Sutra refutes the opponent’s view set forth 
so far, and gives the conclusion. The proposition 
that from the knowledge of one (Brahman) every- 
thing else is known, can be true only if everything 
in the world is an effect of Brahman. For the Sruti 
says that the effects are not different from their 
cause, and consequently the cause being known, the- 
effects will also be known. If Akasa is not created 
from Brahman, then the proposition in question falls 
through ; for after knowing Brahman Akasa still 
remains to be known, on account of its not being 
an effect of Brahman. But if it is created, then no 
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such difficulty arises. Hence Ak&sa is created ; other- 
wise the authoritatn eness of the Vedas would be 
gone. The Chhandogya text in which Akasa is not 
mentioned is accordingly to be interpreted in the 
light of the Taittiriya text; that is, Akasa and Vayu 
have to be inserted, and the text would mean that 
after creating Ak&sa and Vayu, “It created fire.’’ 

g II (9 II 

Extending to all effects whatsoever 
g but ftwi; separateness as in the world. 

7. But in all effects whatsoever (there 
is) separateness, as (is seen) in the world. 

The word ‘but’ refutes the idea that Akasa is 
not created. We see in the world that all created 
things are different from each other. A pot is differ- 
ent from a piece of cloth and so on. In other words, 
everything which has a separateness about it is 
created. We cannot conceive of a thing as separate 
from others and yet eternal. Now Akasa is distinct 
from earth etc., and hence it cannot be eternal, but 
must be a created thing. It may be objected that 
the Atman also is divided from ether and so on and 
therefore It too is an effect. But that is not possible, 
for all things are created from the Atman, which is 
their Self, and so not separate from them ; therefore 
It is not an effect* The all-pervasiveness and eternity 
of Akasa are only relatively true; it is created and 
is an effect of Brahman. 
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Topic 2: Air springs from ether, 

^ gjimra: ii c ii 

By this air is explained. 

8. By this (i.e. the foregoing explana- 
tion about Akasa) (the fact of) air (also 
being an effect) is explained. 

Topic 3: Brahman is not created, 

m:, srgqq#: || ^ || 

There can be no origin g but of the Sat 
(That which is) : as it does not stand to 

reason, 

9. But there can be no origin of the 
Sat (That which is i.e. Brahman), as it 
does not stand to reason. 

The question arises whether Brahman also is an 
effect like Akasa etc. In the Svetasvatara Upanishad 
there occurs the text : ‘^Thou art born with Thy 
face turned to all directions’’ (Svet, 4. 8), which 
clearly states that Brahman is born. This view is 
refuted by the Sutra, which says that Brahman, 
which is existence itself, cannot be an effect, as It 
can have no cause. “And He has neither parent 
nor Lord” (Svet. 6. 9). Neither can non-existence be 
such a cause, for the Sruti says, “How can existence 
come out of non-existence?” (Chh. 6. 2. 2). Nor is it 
proper to say that existence is its own cause, for the 
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effect must have some speciality not possessed by the 
cause. Brahman is mere existence without any dis- 
tinction. We observe that only particulars are 
produced from the general, as different pots are from 
clay, and not vice versa. Therefore Brahman, which 
is existence in general, cannot be the effect of any 
particular thing. The fact that every cause is itself 
an effect of some antecedent thing is repudiated by 
the Sruti : ‘‘That great, birthless Self is imdecaying’* 
(Brih. 4. 4. 25), for it leads to a regressus in infinitum. 
So Brahman is not an effect, but is eternal. 

Topic Fire created from air. 

ci«n 0T?; || h 

Fire from this cren so fV verily says. 

10. Fire (is produced) from this (i.e. 
air), so verily says (the Sruti). 

“From air (is produced) fire’^ (Taitt. 2. 1.) 
shows that fire springs from air. Again we have, 
“That (Brahman) created fire^’ (Chh. 6. 2. 8). These 
two texts can be reconciled by interpreting the 
Taittiriya text to mean the order of sequence : 
Brahnian, after creating air, created fire. This Sutra 
refutes such an ingenious explanation and says that 
fire is produced from Vayu or air. This does not 
contradict the Ghhandogya text, for it means that 
as air is a product of Brahman, it is from Brahman, 
which has assumed the form of air, that fire is 
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produced. The general proposition that everything 
is created from Brahman requires that all things 
should ultimately be traced to that cause, and not 
that they should be the immediate effects. Hence 
there is no contradiction. 


Topic 5: Water created from fire. 


n U II 

11. Water (is produced from fire). 
“From fire is produced water’^ (Taitt. 2. 1); 
^‘That created water” (Chh. 6. 2. 3). These two 
texts leave no doubt that water is created from fire. 
Here also we must understand that from Brahman, 
conditioned as fire, water is produced. 


Topic 6: Earth created from xmter. 




II IR II 


Earth because of the 

subject-matter, colour, and other Sruti texts. 

12. Earth (is meant by the word 
^Anna’) because of the subject-matter, 
colour, and other Sruti texts. 


“From water earth” (Taitt. 2. 1); “It (water) 
produced Anna (lit. food)” (Chh. 6. 2. 4). The two 
texts are apparently contradictory; for in one water 
is said to produce earth and in another food. The 
Sutra says that ‘Anna^ in the Chhandogya text means 
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not food, but earth. Why? First on account of 
the subject-matter treated in the section. In ‘‘It 
created fire,’’ and such other texts the Sruti describes 
the creation of the five elements, and so ‘Anna* should 
refer to an element and not food. Again in a eom- 
plementar^r passage we have, “The black colour in 
fire is the colour of Anna"’ (Chh. 6. 4. 1), where the 
reference to colour clearly indicates that the earth is 
meant by ‘Anna’. Hence ‘Anna’ in the passage 
under discussion means earth, and there is no con- 
tradiction between the Chhandogya and Taittiriya 
texts. Other Sruti texts like, “That which was there 
as the froth on water was solidified and became this 
earth” (Brih. 1. 2. 2), clearly show that from water 
earth is produced. 

Topic 7: Brahman as the creative principle 
residing in the preceding element is the cause of the 
subsequent element in the order of creation. 

g w. II u II 

Because of His reflecting 'W only <j 
but from His indicatory marks He. 

13. But because of His reflecting only 
(are the subsequent elements created from 
the previous element in the order of crea- 
tion ; so) He (the Supreme Lord is the 
creator of air etc.). (We know this) from 
His indicatory marks. 
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Brahman is described in the Srutis as the creator 
of everything. Again we find in them texts like 
‘‘From Akasa is produced air’’ (Taitt. 2. 1), which 
declare that certain elements produce certain effects 
independently. So the opponent holds that there is 
a contradiction in the Sruti texts. This Sutra refutes 
that objection saying that the Lord residing within 
ijfiese elements produces after reflection certain effects. 
Why.^ On account of the indicatory marks. “He 
who inhabits the earth . . . and who controls the 
earth from within” etc. (Brih. 3. 7. 3) shows that the 
Supreme Lord is the sole ruler, and denies all inde- 
pendence to the elements. Again, “That fire thought, 

. . . that water thought” (Chh. 6 . 2. 3-4) shows that 
after reflection these elements produced the effects. 
This reflection is impossible for inert elements, and 
so we are to understand that the Lord residing within 
these elements thought and produced the effects. 
Therefore the elements become causes only through 
the agency of the Lord, who abides within them. 
Hence there is no contradiction between the two 
texts cited at the beginning. 

Topic 8: Reabsorption takes place in the inverse 
order to that of creation, 

g ^rqqg^ ^ II II 

In the reverse order ^ indeed order 
from that (the order of creation) ^ and is 

reasonable. 
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14. (At Praiaya the elements are) 
indeed (withdrawn into Brahman) in the 
reverse order from that (of creation) ; and 
this is reasonable. 

The question is whether at the time of cosmic 
dissoiution the elements get withdrawn into Brahman 
m the order of creation, or In the reverse order. The 
Sutra says that it is in the reverse order, for the 
effect goes back to the causal state, as ice, for in- 
stance, melts into water- Hence each thing is with- 
drawn into its immediate cause and so on in the 
reverse order, till Akasa is reached, which in turn 
gets merged in Brahman. 

To})ic : The mention of the mind, hitcUect, 
and docs not interfere xvith the order of 

creation and reabsorptioiu as they are the products 
of the ehonents. 

5T, I'A II 

In between intellect and mind 

in the order owing to indication of that 

if it be said ^ not so on account of non- 

difference. 

15. If it be said that in between 
(Brahman an,d the elements) the intellect 
and the mind (are mentiofted, and there- 
fore that ought to be the order in creation 

16 
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and the inverse order in reabsorption), 
owing to the indication (in the Sruti texts) 
to that effect (which upsets the order of 
creation of the elements), (we say) not so, 
on account of the non-difference (of the 
intellect and the mind from the elements). 

In the Mundaka Upanishad occurs the following 
text, ‘Trom this Self are produced Pr^na, mind, 
the senses, ether, air, fire, water, and earth, the 
support of all’’ (2. 1. 3). An objection is raised that 
the order of creation is as described in this text, 
which contradicts the order of creation of elements 
described in the Chhandogya 6. 2. 3 and other Srutis. 
This objection is here refuted on the ground that 
the Mundaka text only states that all these are 
produced from the Self, but gives no order of creation 
like the other texts. Again the intellect, mind, and 
organs are effects of the elements, and so they can 
come into existence only after the elements are 
created. On account of this non-difference of the 
organs from the elements, their origination and 
reabsorption are the same as those of the elements. 
That the organs are modifications of the elements is 
proved by Sruti texts like, ^‘For the mind, my child, 
consists of earth, the vital force of water, the vocal 
organ of fire” (Chh. 6. 6. 5). Therefore the Mundaka 
text does not upslt the order of creation mentioned 
elsewhere. 
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Topic 10: Birth and death are prinmrily spoken 
of the body, and metaphorically of the soul. 

*5ICFn:s!jqrenj5g a8[*W!pIT wra>:, 

II \\ II 

Depending ou (the bodies) of moving 
and stationary beings g but may be mrr^T^: 
mention of that secondary on. 

account of (those terms) depending on the existence 
of that. 

16 . But the mention of that (viz. 
birth and death of the individual soul) is 
apt only with reference to (the bodies) of 
moving and stationary beings. (With ref- 
erence to the soul, however,) it is second- 
ary, on account of (those terms) depend- 
ing on the existence of that (i.e. body). 

A doubt may arise that the individual soul, too, 
has birth and death, because people use such expres- 
sions as ‘‘Devadatta is born” or ‘‘Devadatta is 
dead’% and because certain ceremonies are pres- 
cribed by the scriptures at the birth and death of 
people. This Sutra refutes such a doubt and says 
that the individual soul has neither birth nor death. 
These belong not to the soul, but to the body with 
which the soul is connected. This connection and 
disconnection with the body is popularly called the 
birth and death of the soul. Moreover, the Sruti 
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says, ‘‘It is the body, which bereft of the soul, dies; 
the soul does not die’^ (Chh. 6. 11. 3). So birth and 
death are spoken primarily of the bodies of mcving 
and stationary beings, and only metaphorically of 
the soul. That birth and death mean, respectively 
the connection and disconnection of the soul with the 
body is proved by such texts as “That man, when 
he is born, or attains a body,’’ etc. (Brih. 4. 3. 8). 

Topic 11 : The individual soul is pcrnmncni^ 
eternal, etc. 

STTcJTT, cn«T: || || 

^ Is not (produced) the individual self 
not being (so) mentioned by the scriptures 
being eternal ^ also cn«T: from them (Srutis). 

17. The individual self is not (pro- 
duced), (for it is) not (so) mentioned by 
the scriptures ; also (on account of its) 
being eternal, (for so it is known) from 
them (the Sruti texts). 

At the beginning of creation there was only 
“One Brahman without a second” (Ait. 1. 1), and 
so it is not reasonable to say that the individual soul 
is not born, for then there was nothing but Brahman. 
Again the Sruti says : “Just as from a fire tiny 
sparks fly in all directions, even so from this Atman 
emanate all Pranas (organs), all worlds, all gods, 
and all the selves” (Brih. 2. 1. 20, Madhyandina 
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recension). So the opponent argues that the individ- 
ual soul is born at the beginning of the cycle, just 
as Ak asa and other elements are born. This Sutra 
refutes it and says that the individual soul is not 
born, for there is ijo statement to that effect in the 
Sruti in the section dealing with creation. On the 
other hand Sruti texts clearly deny such birth to the 
individual soul. “Unborn, eternal” (Kath. 1. 2. 18); 
“This great birthless Self” (Brill. 4. 4. 25). It is the 
one Brahman without a second that enters the 
intellect and appears as the individual soul (Jiva). 
“Having created it, It entered into it” (Taitt. 2. 6). 
Hence as there is in reality no difference between 
the individual soul and Brahman, the fact of the 
Jiva’s being non-created does not contradict the 
text, “At the beginning there was only the Atman 
without a second” (Ait. 1. 1). The creation of souls 
spoken of in the other texts cited is only jn a 
secondary sense. It does not therefore contradict the 
text, “Having created it. It entered into it.” 

Topic 12: The nature of the individual soul is 
intclU^ence. 

^ II II 

tj: Intelligence for this very reason. 

18 . For, this very reason {viz. that it 
is not created), (the individual soul is) 
intelligence (itself). 
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The Vaiseshikas say that the individual soul is 
not intelligent by nature, for it is not found to be so 
in the state of deep sleep (Sushupti) or of swoon. It 
is oiily when the soul comes to the conscious plane 
and unites with the mind that it becomes intelligent. 
This Sutra refutes such a possibility, for it is the 
intelligent Brahman Itself that, being limited by the 
Upadhis (limiting adjuncts), the body etc., manifests 
as the individual soul. Therefore intelligence is its 
very nature, and is never altogether destroyed, not 
even in the state of deep sleep or swoon. ‘‘That it 
does not see in that state is because although seeing 
then, it does not see ; for the vision of the witness can 
never be lost, because it is immortal. But there is 
not that second thing separate from it which it can 
see’’ (Brih. 4. 3. 23). Therefore it is not true that its 
intelligence is lost, for it is impossible. It does not 
in reality lose its power of seeing ; it does not see only 
because there is no object to see. Were intelligence 
actually non-existent then, who would be there to 
say that it did not exist? How could it be known? 
Moreover, he who says that he did not know anything 
in deep sleep, must have been existent at that time. 
Otherwise how could he remember the condition of 
that state ? Hence the intelligence of the Self is never 
lost under any condition. 


Topic 13: The size of the individual soul. 
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Passing out, going, and return- 
ing. 

19. (As the Sruti texts declare the 
soul’s) passing out, going (to other spheres) 
and returning (thence), (the soul is not 
infinite in size). 

From this up to Sutra 32 the question of the 
size of the soul- -whether it is atomic, medium-sized 
or infinite — is discussed. We have in the Svetas- 
vatara Upanishad : “He is the one God . . . all- 
pervading’’ (6. 11); and again. “This Atman is 
atomic” (Mu. 3. 1. 9). The two texts contradict each 
other and we have to arrive at a derision on the point. 
Sutras 20-28 set forth the prima facie view. The 
opponent says, we find in the scriptures texts 
mentioning the soul’s passing out of the body, going 
to heaven etc., and returning from there. This is 
possible only if the soul is atomic, and not infinite 
or all-pervading; for to an infinite soul there can be 
no going and coming. Therefore the soul is atomic. 

i^STTcJRT II Ro II 

(Being connected) directly with their 
agent ^ and the latter two. 

20. And the latter two (the going and 
coming) (being connected) directly with 
their agent (the soul), (it is of atomic size). 

Even if the soul is infinite, still it can be spoken 
of as passing out of the body, if by that term is meant 
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ceasing to be the ruler of the body. But the two 
latter activities, viz. the going and coming, ai% not 
possible for an entity that is all-pervading. So**the 
soul is atomic in size. 

ii, ii a 

^ Not atomic r as the scriptures state 

it to be otherwise ^ % if it be said ^ not so ^x\x\- 
f^niKTcf owing to a principle other than the individual 
soul being the subject-matter (in these texts). 

21. If it be said (tliat the soul is) not 
atomic, as the scriptures state it to be 
otherwise (i.e. all-pervading), (we say) not 
so, for (the one) other than the individual 
soul (i.e. Supreme Brahman) is the subjeet- 
matter (in those texts). 

Sruti texts like, ^^He is the one God . . . all- 
pervading” (Svet. 6. 11), refer not to the indivklual 
soul, but to the Supreme Lord, who is other than the 
individual soul and forms the chief subject-matter of 
all the Vedanta texts ; for that is the one thing that 
is to be known, and is therefore propounded by all 
the Vedanta texts. 



^ II II 


From direct statements (of the 
Sruti texts) and infinitesimal measure ^ and. 

22. And on account of direct state- 
ments (of the Sruti texts as to the atomic 



2 .«. 24 ] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


249 


size| and infinitesimal measure (the soul 
is iitomic). 

‘‘This Atman is atomic” (Mu. 3. 1. 9). Again 
we have, “That individual soul is to be known as part 
of the hundredth part of the tip of a hair divided a 
hundred times” (Svet. 5. 9), which shows that the 
soul is smaller than even the smallest. Hence the 
soul is atomic in size. 

II II 

No contradiction sandal-paste, 

23. There is no contradiction, like 
sandal-paste. 

Even as sandal-paste applied to any particular 
part of the body gives an agreeable sensation all over 
the body, even so the soul, though of atomic size and 
therefore occupying only one part of the body, may 
experience happiness and misery extending over the 
entire body. 

II II 

On account of the particular posi- 
tion ^Fi if it be said *1 not so on account 

of the admission in the heart f% indeed. 

‘24. If it be said that on account of 
the particular position (of the sandal-paste 
in the body the analogy is not just), (we 
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say) not so, on account of the admission 
(by the scriptures of a special seat for the 
soul, viz.) in the heart alone. 

A possible objection is raised by the opponent 
against his own view. In the case of the sandal-paste 
we see that it occupies a particular part of the body 
and yet gladdens the whole body. But in the case 
of the soul we do not know that it occupies a partic- 
ular place, and in the absence of that we cannot 
infer that like the sandal-paste it must occupy a 
particular portion of the body and therefore be 
atomic. For even an all-pervading soul or a soul 
pervading the whole body like the skin can give rise 
to the same result. So in the absence of any proof 
it is difficult to settle the size of the soul. This objec- 
tion the opponent refutes by saying that such Sruti 
texts £ls, “The self-effulgent one within the heart’’ 
(Brih. 4. 3, 7) declare that the soul has a particular 
abode in the body, tiz. the heart, and hence it is 
atomic. 

jpngrr ll rh ii 

Owing to (its) quality or as in the 

world. 

25. Or owing to (its) quality {viz. 
intelligence) as in the world. 

This Sutra gives another argument to show how 
an atomic soul can have experience throughout the 
body. 
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In the world we find that a light placed in one 
corner of a room illumines the whole room. So also 
the soul, though atomic and therefore occupying a 
particular portion of the body, may, because of its 
quality of intelligence, which pervades the whole 
body, experience pleasure and pain throughout the 
body. 

51%^ nWSrag II II 

The extension beyond (the object ue. 
the soul) like odour. 

26. The extension (of the quality of 
intelligence) beyond (the soul, in which 
it inheres) is like odour (which extends 
beyond the fragrant object). 

We find that the sweet odour of flowers extends 
beyond them to the surrounding region. Even so 
the intelligence of the soul, which is atomic, extends 
beyond the soul and pervades the whole body. 

^ ii stts ii 

Thus ^ also (the Sruti) shows or 

declares. 

27. Thus also (the Sruti) declares. 

The Sruti also declares that it is by the quality 

of intelligence that the atomic soul pervades the whole 
body. For instance, it says : ‘‘Just so has the 
intelligent self penetrated this body up to the very 
hairs and the finger nails’^ (Kau. 4. 20). 
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II II 

Separate on account of the teaching. 

28. On account of the separate teach- 
ing (of the Sruti) (that the soul so pervades 
the body owing to its quality of intelli- 
gence). 

A further argument is given to establish the pro- 
position of the last Sutra. The text, ‘‘Having by 
Prajna (intelligence) taken possession of the body’’ 
(Kau. 3. 6), shows that intelligence is different from 
the soul, being related as instrument and agent, and 
that with this quality the soul pervades the whole 
body. 

On account of its having for its 
essence the qualities of that (viz. the Buddhi) g 
but that declaration (as to its atomic size) 

even as the Intelligent Lord (is declared to 
be atomic). 

29. But that declaration (as to the 
atomic size of the soul) is on account of its 
having for its essence the qualities of that 
{viz. the Buddhi), even as the Intelligent 
Lord (Brahman, which is all-pervading, is 
declared to be atomic). 

The word ‘but’ refutes all that has been said in 
Sutras 19-28, and decides that the soul is all-pervad- 
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ing, because the alhpcrvading Brahman Itself is said 
to have entered the universe as the individual soul, 
which again is stated to be identical with It. How 
then is the soul declared to be atomic ? Such declara- 
tions are on account of its preponderating in the 
qualities of the Biiddhi (intellect) so long as it is 
imagined to be connected with the latter and in 
bondage. Passing out, going, and coming are 
qualities of the Buddiii and are only imputed to the 
individual soul. For the same reason also, i,e. 
limitation of the intellect, is the Atman regarded as 
atomic. It is like imagining the alhpervading Lord 
as limited for the sake of IJpasana, devout meditation. 

ST a^STT^ II || 

So long as the soul fin its relative 
aspect) exists ^ and •! there is no defect SffsEtsiifi 
because it is so seen (in the scriptures). 

30. And there is no defect (in what 
has been said in the previous Sutra), (as 
the conjunction of the soul with the 
intellect exists) so long as the soul (in its 
relative aspect) exists : because it is so 
seen (in the scriptures). 

An objection might be raised against what has 
been said in the previous Sutra that since the con- 
junction of the soul and the intellect, which are differ- 
ent entities, must necessarily come to an end some 
time^ the soul, when so disjoined from the Buddhi, 
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will either cease to exist altogether or at least 
cease to be a Samsarin (individualized). This Sutra 
replies : There can be no such defect in the argument 
of the previous Sutra, for this connection with the 
intellect lasts so long as the souPs state of Sams^ra 
is not destroyed by the realization of supreme Knowl- 
edge. How is this known? It is known from the 
declaration of the scriptures that even at death this 
connection is not severed. ‘^This infinite entity that 
is identified with the intellect .... Assuming the 
likeness of the intellect it moves between the two 
worlds, it thinks, as it were, it moves, as it were,” 
(Brih. 4. 3. 7). The terms “thinks, as it were”, 
^ ‘moves, as it were” also mean that the self does not 
think and move on its own account, but only through 
its association with the intellect. 

II II 

Like virility etc. g verily its (i. r. 
of the connection with the intellect) TO: existing 
on account of the manifestation being 

possible. 

31. On account of the manifestation 
(of the connection with the intellect in the 
awakened state) being possible only on its 
existing (potentially in Sushupti), like 
virility etc. 

An objection is raised that in Sushupti or deep 
sleep there can be no connection with the intellect. 
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for it is said, ‘^Theo he becomes united with the 
True, he is gone to his own^’ (Chh. 6 , 8. 1); how then 
can it be said that this connection lasts so long as the 
individualized state exists- 

This Sutra refutes it and says that even in 
Sushupti this connection exists in a fine or potential 
form. But for this it could not have become manifest 
in the awakened state. V'rile power becomes mani- 
fest in youth only if it exists in a potential condition 
in the child. So this connection with the intellect 
lasts so long as the individualized state exists. 

ti ir ii 

There would result perpet- 
ual perception or non-perception limita- 

tion of the power of either of the two ^ or else 
otherwise. 

32. Otherwise (i.e. if the intellect or 
mind be not accepted) there would result 
either perpetual perception or perpetual 
non-perception, or else the limitation of 
the power of either of the two (viz. the 
soul or the senses). 

What is the necessity of accepting an internal 
organ (Antahkarana), of which the intellect is only 
a mode? The Sutra says that if it be not accepted, 
the senses being always in contact with their objects, 
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there would always result perception of everything, 
for all the requisites, viz. the soul, the senses, and 
the objects, are present. If, however, this be denied, 
then it would mean that knowledge can never result, 
and nothing would ever be cognized. So the oppo- 
nent will have to accept the limitation of the power 
either of the soul or of the senses. Such a thing is 
not possible in the Atman, which is changeless. Nor 
can it be said that the power of the senses, which is 
not impeded either in the previous moment or in the 
subsequent moment, is so limited in the middle. 
Hence we have to accept an internal organ (Antah- 
karana), through whose connection and disconnection 
perception and non-perception lake place. The Sruti 
also refers to a common experience of ours, “I was 
absent-minded, I did not hear it” (Brih. 1. 5. 3). 
Hence there exists an internal organ, of which the 
intellect is a mode, and it is the connection with this 
that causes the Atman to appear as the individualized 
soul, as explained in Sutra 29. 

Topic The individnal soul ns a^ent. 

II II 

Agent in order that the scriptures 

may have a meaning. 

33. (The soul is) an agent, on account 
of scriptural (injunctions) having a mean- 
ing on that ground only. 
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The question as regards the size of the soul has 
been settled. Now another characteristic of the soul 
is taken up for discussion. The individual soul is an 
agent for only on that basis do scriptural injunctions 
like, ‘‘He Is to sacrifice^’ etc. have a sense. In these 
the Sruti enjoins certain acts to be done by the agent 
and if the soul be not an agent these injunctions 
would become meaningless. 

II II 

On account of the Sruti teaching 
wandering about. 

34. And on account of (the Sruti) 
teaching (its) wandering about. 

“It, taking the organs, moves about as it pleases 
in its own body’* (Brih. 2. 1. 18). This text which 
describes the wandering of the soul in the dream state 
clearly shows that it is an agent. 

II II 

35. On account of its taking (the 
organs). 

The text quoted in the last Sutra also shows that 
the soul in dream state takes the organs with it, 
thereby declaring that it is an agent. 

On account of mention also 
in respect of action ^ if it were not so 
the reference (would have been) of a different kind. 

17 
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36. Also on account of the (the script- 
ures) mentioning (the soul as an agent) 
with respect to action. If it were not so, 
the reference (would have been) of a 
different kind. 

‘‘Intelligence performs sacrifices, and it also 
performs all acts” (Taitt. 2. 5). Here by ‘intellig- 
ence’ the soul is meant and not the Buddhi, thereby 
showing that the soul is an agent. If the intention 
of the Sruti were to refer to the Buddhi then it would 
have used the word not in the nominative case, but 
in the instrumental case, as ‘by intelligence,’ meaning, 
through its instrumentality, as it has done elsewhere 
in similar circumstances. Vide Kau. 3, 6, 

II II 

As in the case of perception 
(there is) no rule. 

37. As in the case of perception, 
(there is) no rule (here also). 

An objection is raised that if the soul were a free 
agent, then it would have performed only what is 
beneficial to it, and not both good and bad deeds. 
This objection is being refuted. Just as the soul, 
although it is free, perceives both agreeable and dis- 
agreeable things, so also it does both good and bad 
deeds. There is no rule that it should do only what 
is good and avoid what is bad. 
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II II 

38. On account of the reversal of 
power (of the Buddhi, which is inadmis- 
sible). 

If the Buddhi. which is an instrument, becomes 
the agent and ceases to function as an instrument, 
we shall have to imagine some other thing as the 
instrument. Hence the dispute is only as regards 
terms, foi in either case an agent different from the 
instrument has to be admitted. 

II II 

On account of the impossibility of 
SamMhi and. 

39. And on account of the impossi- 
bility of SamMhi. 

If the soul is not an agent, then the realization 
prescribed by texts like, ^‘The Atman is to be 
realized” (Brih. 2. 4. 5), through Samadhi would 
be impossible. It will not be capable of activities 
like ‘‘hearing, reasoning, and meditation” that lead 
to SamMhi, in which state perfect Knowledge dawns. 
Therefore there will be no Liberation for the soul. 
So it is established that the soul alone is the agent, 
and not the Buddhi. 

Topic 15: The soul is an agent only so long as it is 
connected with the Upddhis. 

w g II ao u 
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S60 

w Even as ^ and ?Wf carpenter 3wr«ll is both. 

40. And even as a carpenter is both. 

In the last Sutra the topic about the soul’s being 
an agent is established. Now the question is raised 
whether this agency is its real nature or only a super- 
imposition. The Nyaya school holds that it is its 
very nature. This Sutra refutes it and says that it is 
superimposed on the soul and not real. For the 
Sruti declares, ^‘This Atman is non-attached” (Brih. 
4. 3. 15). Just as a carpenter suffers when he is busy 
working with his tools and is happy when he leaves 
off work, so does the Atman suffer when, through its 
connection with the Buddhi etc., it is active, as in 
the waking and dream states, and is blissful when it 
ceases to be an agent, as in deep sleep. All scriptural 
injunctions are with reference to the conditioned state 
of the Self. By nature it is inactive, and it becomes 
active only through a connection with its Upadhis 
(adjuncts), the mind etc. The objection that if the 
soul is not an agent by nature, the Sruti injunctions 
will be meaningless, does not stand, for these script- 
ures do not aim at establishing it, but merely refer 
to an agency already existing is a result of ignorance. 

Topic 16 : The soul in its activity is dependent 
on the Lord. 

II II 

From the Supreme Lord H but that 
(agency) so declares the Sruti. 
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41. But (even) that (agency of the 
soul) is from the Supreme Lord ; so 
declares the Sruti. 

The agency of ihe soul is also due to the Supreme 
Lord. The soul does good and bad deeds, being so 
directed by the Lord. ‘^He makes those whom He 
will raise do good deeds” (Kau. 3. 8). It is through 
His giace that the soul attains to Knowledge and 
becomes tree. 



Depends on works done ^ but 

on account of the relevancy of 
injunctions and prohibitions etc. 

42. But (the Lord’s making the soul 
act) depends on works done (by it) ; (thus 
only would) injunctions and prohibitions 
etc. be relevant. 

This Sutra refutes a possible doubt that since 
the Lord makes some persons do good and others 
evil, He must be cruel and whimsical. It says, that 
the Lord always directs the soul according to its good 
or bad deeds in previous births. And Samsara being 
without beginning, there will always be previous 
births, with actions done in them, for the ^idance of 
the Lord. So He cannot be accused of being cruel 
and whimsical. It is thus alone that the scriptural 
injunctions and prohibitions can have any meaning; 
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for otherwise the Jiva will gain nothing by observing 
these injunctions. 

This does not however mar the independence of 
the Lord, though it may be said that since He 
depends on the acts of the soul, He is not free to do 
what He likes; for a king who presents or punishes 
His subjects according to their acts does not cease to 
be a sovereign thereby. 

Topic 17: 'Relation of the individual soul to 
Brdhinan. 

Part iTTJTT^qf'aiiT^^ on account of difference 
being declared otherwise 'q and also 

ficTcnf^^ being fishermen, knaves, etc. read 

^ some (Sakhas of the Vedas). 

43. (The soul is) part (of the Lord) 
on account of difference (between the two) 
being declared and otherwise also (i.e. as 
non-different from Brahman) ; for in some 
(Sakhas or recensions of the Vedic texts) 
(Brahman) is spoken of as being fisher- 
men, knaves, etc. 

In the last topic it has been shown that the Lord 
rules the soul. This brings us to the question of the 
relation between the two. Is it that of master and 
servant, or as between fire and its sparks } The 
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Sutra says that the relation is as between fire and its 
sparks, that is, of v^hole and part. But then, the 
soul is not actually a part, but a part, as it were — 
an imagined part, for Brahman cannot have any 
parts. Why then should it be taken as a part and 
not identical with the Lord ? Because the scriptures 
declare a difference between them in texts like, 
‘^Knowing It alone one becomes a sage” (Brih. 4. 4. 
22), ^'^The Atman is to be seen”* (Brih. 2. 4. 5). This 
difference, however, is spoken of from the empirical 
standpoint; from the absc-lute standpoint they are 
identical. The text, ^‘Brahman is the fishermen, 
Brahman the slaves, Brahman these knaves,” etc. 
shows that even such humble perrons as these are in 
reality Brahman. 

II II 

From the words of the Mantra ^ also. 

44. Also from the words of the 
Mantra (it is known that the soul is a part 
of the Lord). 

A further reason is given to show that the soul 
is a part of the Lord. ‘‘One foot of it are all these 
beings” (Chh. 3. 12. G) — where beings, including 
souls, are said to be a foot or part of the Lord. 

srfq ^ II ii 

Also ^ and it is (so) stated in the Smriti. 

45. And it is also (so) stated in the 
Smriti. 
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“An eternal portion of myself having become a 
living soul” (Gita 15, 7). 

q?:: i| II 

Like light etc. ^ is not like this 
the Supreme Lord. 

46. The Supreme Lord is not (affected 
by pleasure and pain) like this (individual 
soul), even as light etc. (are not affected 
by the shape of tlie things they touch). 

If the soul is a part of the Lord, the question 
may arise that the Lord also experiences pleasure and 
pain like the soul, even as a cloth is soiled if its 
threads are soiled. This Sutra refutes it and says that 
the Lord does not experience pleasure and pain like 
the soul, which on account of ignorance identifies 
itself with the body and mind, and thereby partakes 
of their pleasure and pain. .Just as the light of the 
sun, which is all-pervading, becomes straight or bent 
by coming in contact with particular objects, or as 
the ether enclosed in a jar seems to move when the 
jar is moved, or as the sim appears to tremble when 
the water in which it is reflected trembles, but in 
reality none of them undergoes those changes, so also 
is the Lord not affected by pleasure and pain, which 
are experienced by that imagined part of it, the 
individual soul, which is a product of ignorance and 
is limited by the Buddhi etc. 

^ II II 
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The smritis state ^ and. 

47. The Smritis also state (that). 

the two, the Supreme Self is said to be 
eternal and devoid of qualities. It is not touched by 
the fruits of actions any more than a lotus leaf is by 
water. . , Sinriti texts like this declare that the 
Supreme Lord does not experience pleasure and pain. 
The Srutis too do the same. 


II «<i II 


Injui'iCtions and prohibitions 
on account of the connection with the body 
like light etc. 

48. Injunctions and prohibitions (are 
possible) on account of the connection (of 
the Self) with the body ; as in the case of 
light etc. 

Even though the Self is one and indescribable, 
and with reference to it there can be no injunctions 
and prohibitions, yet as connected with a body, such 
injunctions and prohibitions are possible. Fire is 
one; but the fire of the funeral pyre is rejected, and 
that of a sacrifice is accepted. Similar is the case 
with the Atman. 


II at II 


Non -extension (beyond its own body) 
and there is no confusion (of results of 

actions). 
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49. And on account of the non-exten- 
sion (of the soul beyond its own body) 
there is no confusion (of results of actions). 

An objection is raised that on account of the 
unity of the Self there would result a confusion of the 
results of actions; that is, everyone would get the 
results of the actions of everyone else. This Sutra 
refutes such a possibility ; for an individualized soul 
means the connection of the Atman with a particular 
body, mind, etc., and since these are not overlapping, 
the individual souls are different from each other. 
Hence there is no such possibility of confusion. 

smrra ^ \\ n 

A reflection only ^ and. 

50. And (the individual soul is) only 
a reflection (of the Supreme Lord). 

According to Vedanta the individual soul is 
but a reflection, an image, of the Supreme Lord in 
Its Upadhi (adjunct), the Antahkarana (inner organ). 
So the reflections of the Lord in different Antah- 
karanas are different, even as the reflections of the 
sun in different sheets of water are different. There- 
fore just as the trembling of a particular reflection of 
the sun does not cause the other reflections to tremble 
so also the experiencing of happiness and misery by 
a particular Jiva or individualized soul is not shared 
by other souls. Hence there can be no confusion of 
the results of action. 



2.3.52] 


BRAOIA-SUTRAS 


26T 


II II 

There being no fixity about the 
unseen principle. 

51. There being no fixity about the 
unseen principle (there would result that 
confusion for those who believe in many 
souls, each all-pervading). 

The Sankhyas, the Vaxseshikas and the Naiya- 
yikas accept a plurality of souls, each of which is ali- 
pervading. Under such ciicumstances there cannot 
but result a confusioii of the fruits of action, for each 
soul is present everywhere, in close proximity to 
whatever caus^ those results in the shape of happi- 
ness or misery. Nor can this confusion be avoided 
by introducing the Adrishta or unseen principle, 
which is religious merit and demerit acquired by the 
souls. According to the Sankhyas it inheres not in 
the soul, but in the Pradhana, which is common to 
all souls, and as such there is nothing to fix that a 
particular Adrishta operates in a particular soul. 
According to the other two schools the unseen princi- 
ple is created by the conjunction of the soul with the 
mind ; and since every soul is all-pervading and there- 
fore equally connected with all minds, here also there 
is nothing to fix that a particular Adrishta belongs to 
a particular soul. Hence that confusion of results is 
inevitable. 
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In resolve etc. even ^ and 
like this. , 

52. And even as regards resolve etc. 
(it would be) like this. 

If it be maintained that the resolve etc. one 
makes to achieve something or to avoid something 
will allocate the Adrishta to particular souls, even 
then there will be this confusion. For resolve etc. 
are also formed by the conjunction of the soul and 
the mind. Hence the same argument applies here 
also. 

Sutras 51-53 refute the doctrine of the Sankhyas 
and other schools about the plurality 9! souls each of 
which is all-pervading. It leads to absurdities. 

!», II It 

From (difference of) place if it be 

said not so on account of the self being 

in all bodies. 

53. If it be said (that the distinction 
of pleasure and pain etc. results) from (the 
difference of) place, (we say) not so, on 
account of the self being in all bodies. 

The Naiyayikas and others try to get over the diffi- 
culty shown in the previous Sutra thus : Though 
each soul is all-pervading, yet if we take its connec- 
tion with the mind to take place in that part of it 
which is limited by its body, then such a confusion 
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is not likely. Even this cannot stand; since every 
soul is a!l-pervading and therefore permeates all 
bodies, and thire is nothing to fix that a particular 
body belongs to a particular soul. Again there can- 
not be more than one all-pervading entity; if there 
Were, they would limit each other and consequently 
cease* to be all-pervading or infinite. Hence there is 
only one Self and not mary. The plurality of selves 
in Vedanta is only a product of ignorance and not 
a reality. 



CHAPTER II 


Section iv 

In the third section it has been shown that* ether 
and the other elements are produced from Brahman, 
by reconciling the apparently contradictory texts of 
the Srutis with respect to their origination. In this 
section the Sutras take up for discussion texts that 
deal with the origination of the senses etc. 

Topic 1 : The organs are produced from Brahman. 

^ sfpin: II \ II 

cfWT Likewise HW: the organs. 

1. Likewise the organs (are produced 
from Brahman). 

In the scriptures, in those sections which treat 
of the origin of things, we do not find the origination 
of the organs etc. mentioned. On the other hand, 
there are texts like, ^‘This was indeed non-existence 
in the beginning. They say : What was non- 
existence in the beginning.? Those Rishis . . . . 
Who are those Rishis .? The Pranas (organs) are 
indeed the Rishis"’ (Sat, Br, 6. 1. 1. ]), which show 
that the organs are eternal and not created. 

This Sutra refutes that view and says that the 
organs etc, are produced just like ether etc, from 
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Brahman. The word ^likewise’ refers not to the 
immediately preceding topic of the last section, wliich 
is the plurality* of souls, but to the creation of ether 
etc. spoken of in the last section. Sruti texts directly 
declare their origination. ^‘From that (Self) are 
produced the vital force, mind, and all the organs” 
(Mu. *2. i. 3). Therefore the senses are created. 

II II 

Secondary sense being impossible. 

2. On account of the impossibility (of 
explaining the origination in a) secondary 
sense. 

Since there are texts like the one quoted from 
the Sat. Br. which speak of the existence of the 
organs before creation, why not explain the texts 
which describe their creation in a secondary sense ? 
This Sutra refutes it, for a secondary sense would 
lead to the abandonment of the general assertion, 
‘‘By the knowledge of one, everything else is known.” 
Therefore they are produced from Brahman. The 
reference to the existence of the Pranas (organs) 
before creation in Sat. Br. is concerning Hiranya- 
^arbha, which is not resolved in the partial 
dissolution of the world, though all other effects are 
resolved. Even Hiranyagarbha is resolved, however, 
in complete dissolution (Mahapralaya). 

II ^ II 

^ That irw first being mentioned ^ and. 
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3, And because that (the verb denot- 
ing origin) is mentioned first (in connec- 
tion with the Pranas). 

The text referred to is ; ‘^From that (Self) are prod- 
uced the vital force, mind and all the organs, ether, 
air, water, fire, and earth” (Mu, 2. 1. 3). Here the 
word ‘produced’ occurs at the very beginning of the 
things enumerated, and if it is interpreted in its 
primary sense with respect to ether etc., it is all the 
more to be so interpreted with respect to the vital 
force, mind, and organs mentioned earlier. Thus a 
further reason is given in this Sutra to show that the 
organs etc. have originated from Brahman. 

II « II 

Of the organ of speech (etc.) being 

preceded by them (the elements). 

4. On account of the pre-existence 
of that {viz. th^ elements) (before) the 
organ of speech (etc.). 

“For truly, my boy, mind consists of earth, the 
vital force of water, the vocal organ of fire” (Chh. 6. 
5. 4). This text clearly shows that the organs etc. 
are products of the elements, which in their turn 
spring from Brahman. Hence they too are products 
of Brahman. Being products of the elements, they 
are not separately mentioned in texts dealing with the 
origin of things. 
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Topic 2: Thr numher of the organs, 

il H II 

^ Seven being so known (from the script- 
ures ) on account of the specification 

^ and. 

5. (The organs are) seven (in 
number), because it is so known (from 
the scriptures) and oti account of the 
specification (of those seven). 

The number of the organs is ascertained in this 
and the next Sutra. This Sutra, which gives the 
view of the opponent, declares that there are seven 
organs. ^^The seven Pranas (organs) spring from It’’ 
(Mu. 2. 1. 8). These are again specified in another 
text, ‘‘S^"ven indeed are the Pranas (organs) in the 
head” (Taitt. Sam. 5. 1. 7. 1). No doubt in some 
texts eight or e\en more organs are enumerated, but 
these are to be explained as modifications of the inner 
organ, and so there is no contradiction in the Sruti 
texts if we take the number as seven. 

a \ II 

Hands etc. g but being a fact 
therefore *1 not like this. 

6. But hands etc. (are also referred 
to as sen^.e-organs in scriptural texts). 
Since this is a fact, therefore (it is) not 

18 
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like this {Le. they are not merely seven in 
number). 

‘But’ refutes the view of the previous Sutra. 
“The hands are the Graha (organs)” etc. (Brih. 8. 2. 
8). Such texts show that the hands etc. are addition- 
al sense-organs. Therefore to the seven already enu- 
merated, viz. eyes, nose, ears, tongue, touch, speech, 
and inner organ, four others, viz. hands, feet, anus, 

' and the organ of generation, have to be added. In 
all, therefore, there are eleven organs. The different 
modifications of the inner organ, viz. mind, intellect, 
ego, and Chitta (memory), are not separate organs, 
and therefore cannot raise the number beyond eleven, 
which is therefore the number fixed. These are : the 
five organs of knowledge, the five organs of action, 
and the inner organ. 

Topic 3 : The organs are minute in size. 

II ® II 

Minute and. 

7. And (they are) minute. 

The organs are minute. ‘Minute’ does not mean 
atomic, but fine and limited in size. It is because 
they are subtle that they are not seen. If they were 
all-pervading, then texts which speak of their passing 
out of the body and going and coming along with the 
soul at death and birth would be contradicted. More- 
over, we do not perceive through the senses what is 
happening throughout the universe, which would be 
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the case if they were lil-pervading. Hence they are 
all subtle and limited in size. 

Topic i.: The chief Prana (vital force) also is 
created from Brahman, 

II ^ II 

The chief Pr&na ('dtal force) n and. 

8. And the chief Prana (vital force) 
(is also produced). 

^^From this (Self) is produced the vital force’^ 
Mu. 2. 1. 8) ; again we have, ‘‘By Its own law It 
alone was moving without wind (the vital force)’’ 
(Rig-Veda 10. 129. 2). Here the words “was 

moving” seem to refer to the function of the vital 
force, and so it must have existed before creation 
and was therefore not created. Hence there appears 
to be a contradiction with respect to its origination. 
This Sutra says that even the vital force is produced 
from Brahman. The words “was moving” are 
qualified by ‘without wind’ and so does not intimate 
that the vital force existed before creation. It only 
intimates the Brahman, the Cause, existed before 
creation, as is known from texts like “Existence alone 
was there before this” (Chh. 6. 2. 1), It is called the 
‘chief’, because it functions before all other Pranas 
and senses, i,e. from the very moment the child is 
conceived, and also on account of its superior 
qualities; “We shall not be able to live without 
you” (Brih. 6. 1. 18). 
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Topic 5: The chief vital force is different 
from air and sense functions. 

q II t II 

^ ^5%^ Not air nor function separately 

^q^aiTrT on account of its being mentioned. 

9. (The chief Prana) is neither air 
nor any function (of the organs) on 
account of its being mentioned separately. 

In this Sutra the nature of the chief Prana is 
discussed. The opponent holds that there is no 
separate principle called Prana, but that it is only 
air and nothing else, which exists in the mouth as 
well as outside. The Sruti also says, “That vital 
force is air.’’ Or it may be the combined effect of 
the functions of all the eleven organs. Just as a 
number of birds in a cage, when they move, also 
move the cage, so also the eleven organs functioning 
together constitute life in the body. So the resultant 
of these functions is Prana. This is the view of the 
Sankhyas. Hence there is no separate principle 
called Prana (vital force). 

The Sutra refutes these views and says that 
Prana is a separate principle, for it is mentioned 
separately from air and the sense functions. “The 
Prana (vital force) indeed is the fourth foot of 
Brahman. That foot shines and warms as the light 
called air” (Chh. 3. 38. 4), where it is distinguished 
from air. Again, “From that (Self) are produced 
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the vitai force, mind, and all the organs’’ (Mu. 2.1.3), 
which shows that it h not a function of any organ, 
for in that case it would not have been separated 
from the organs. The text, ‘^The vital force is air,” 
is also correct, inasmuch as the effect is but the 
cause in another furm and the vital force is air func- 
tioning within the bodv (Adhyatma). The analogy 
of the birds in a cage is not to the point, for they 
all have the same kind of activity, viz. movement, 
which is favourable to the motion of the cage. But 
the functions of the organs, are not of one kind, but 
different from one another; and they are also of a 
distinct nature from that of the vital force. Hence 
they cannot constitute life. Therefore Prana (vital 
force) is a separate entity. 

II \o II 

Like eyes etc. g but on 

account of (its) being taught with them and other 
reasons. 

10. But (Prana is subordinate to the 
soul) like eyes etc. on account of (its) being 
taught with them and for other reasons. 

If the vital force is a separate entity from the 
organs, which are subordinate to it, then it, like 
the soul, must also be independent in the body. 
The Sutra refutes this and says that the vital force 
is subordinate to the soul. Why? Because in the 
conversation of the Pranas which we find in the 
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Upanishads it is mentioned along with the sense- 
organs. Now in such grouping only those of a class 
are grouped together. So the vital force, like the 
organs, is subordinate to the soul. The other reasons 
referred to in the Sutra are its being composed of 
parts, its being insentient, and so on. 

rf II II 

On account of (its) not being an instru- 
ment ^ and not objection ^ because thus 
(Sruti) teaches. 

11. And on account of (its) not being^ 
an instrument (there is) no objection, 
because thus (the scripture) teaches. 

If the vital force, like the organs is also sub- 
ordinate to the soul, then it must stand in the rela- 
tion of an instrument to the soul like the organs. 
But as there are only eleven functions and as many 
organs already, there is no room for a twelfth organ 
in the absence of a twelfth sense-object. This Sutra 
refutes the above objection and says that the vital 
force is not an instrument or organ like the eyes 
etc., for the acceptance of which a twelfth sense- 
object would be necessary; yet it has a function in 
the body which no sense-organ is capable of, and 
that is the upkeep of the body. In the text, * Pre- 
serves the unclean nest (of a body) with the help of 
the vital force’^ (Brih. 4 . 8. 12), the vital force is 
said to guard the body. Again, ‘‘From whatever 
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limb the Prana goes, right there it withers’* (Brih, 
1. a. 19) ; ^^Whatever food one eats through the Prana 
satisfies these (the organs)” (Brih. 1. S. 18). All these 
texts shew that the function of the vital force 
(Prana) is the upkeep of +^he body, unlike those of 
the organs. 

Nor is this the only function of the vital force. 
There are others, too, as tne next Sutra declares. 



Having fivefold function like the 

mind it is taught. 

12. It is taught as having a fivefold 
function like the mind. 

alone dividing myself fivefold support 
this body and keep it” (Pr. 2. 3), Fivefold, i.e. as 
Prana, Apana, Vyana, Udana, and Samana each of 
which has a special function, viz, breathing in, 
exhaling, functioning throughout the body and aid- 
ing feats of strength, helping the soul to pass out of 
the body, and digesting the food eaten and carrying 
it to all parts of the body. In this respect it resem- 
bles the inner organ, which though one has a four- 
fold aspect as mind, intellect, ego, and Chitta 
(memory). 

Topic 6: The minuteness of the vital force. 

II 


Minute ^ and. 
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13. And it is minute. 

The vital force (Prana) is also minute, subtle, 
and limited like the senses. It may be objected that 
it is all-pervading according to the text : ^‘Because 
he is equal to a gnat, equal to a mosquito, equal to 
an elephant, equal to these three ivorlds, equal to 
this universe^^ (Brih. 1. 3. 22). But the all-pervading- 
ness i^oken of here is with respect to Hiranyagarbha, 
the cosmic Prana. In its universal aspect it is all- 
pervading ; but in relation to beings in the world, 
in its individual aspect with which we are concerned 
here, it is limited. Hence the vital force is also 
limited. 

Topic 7: The presiding deities of the organs. 

g II IM II 

Presiding over by Fire and others 
g but on account of the scriptures teach- 

ing that. 

14. But there is the presiding over by 
Fire and others (over the organs), on 
account of the scriptural teaching about 
that. 

The dependence or independence of the Prana 
and the organs is taken up for discussion : The 
scriptures say that these are presided over by the 
gods like Fire etc., which direct them. For 
example, ‘‘(Fire) having become speech entered the 



2 . 4 . 16 ] 


BilAHMA-SUTRAS 


281 


mouth’^ (Ait, Ar. 2. 4. 2. 4). The organs etc., being 
inert, cannot move of themselves. Hence they are 
dependent on the presiding deities. 

snscnar II 11 

With the one possessing the Pranas 
(organs) from the scriptures. 

35. (The gods are not the enjoy ers, 
but the soul, because the organs are 
connected) with the one (i.e. the soul) 
possessing them, (as is known) from the 
scriptures. 

This Sutra makes it clear why the soul, and not 
the gods, is the eiijoyer in the body. The relation 
between the soul and the organs is that of master 
and servant, so the scriptures declare; hence the 
enjoyment through the organs is of the soul, and 
not of the gods, “He who knows, ‘Let me smell 
this,’ is the self, the nose is the instrument of smell- 
ing” (Chh. 8. 12. 4). Moreover, there are many gods 
in the body, each presiding over a particular organ, 
but there is only one enjoyer. Otherwise remem- 
brance would be impossible. Hence the senses are for 
the enjoyment of the soul and not the gods though 
they are directed by them. 

II 11 

Its and on account of permanence. 
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16 . And on account of its (souFs) 
permanence (in the body it is the enjoyer, 
and not the gods). 

The soul abides permanently in the body as the 
experiencer since it can be affected by good and evil 
and can experience pleasure and pain. It is not 
reasonable to think that in a body which is the 
result* of the soul’s past actions, others, e.g. the 
gods, enjoy. The gods have glorious positions and 
would disdain such Jowly enjoyments as can be had 
through the human body. It is the soul that is the 
enjoyer. Moreover, the connection between the 
organs and the soul is permanent. Vide Sruti text, 
^^When it departs, the vital force follows ; when 
the vital force departs, all other organs follow” 
(Brih. 4, 4. 2). The soul is the master, and is there- 
fore the enjoyer, in spite cf the fact that there are 
presiding deities over the senses. 

Topic S: The organs are independent principles 
and not modes of the chief Prdna, 

a II II 

t They organs being so desig- 
nated except the chief. 

17 . Thej^ (the other Pranas) except 
the chief (Prana) are organs (and so 
different from the chief Prana), on account 
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of (their) being so designated (by the 
scriptures). 

The question is raised whether the eyes etc. are 
but modes of the vital force or independent entities. 
The opponent holds the former view since the script- 
ure says, “ ^This is the greatest amongst us (the 
organs). . . . Well, let us all be of his form.’ They 
all assumed its form. Therefore they are called by 
this name of ^Prana’ ” (Brih. 1. 5. 21). The Sutra 
refutes this and says that the eleven organs belong to a 
separate category, and are not modes of the vital force, 
because they are shown to be different in texts like : 
‘‘From Him are born, the vital force, mind, and all 
organs” (Mu, 2. I. 3), where the vital force and the 
organs are separately mentioned. The text of the 
Brihadaraiiyaka is to be taken in a secondary sense. 

II II 

18 . Oil account of differentiating 
scriptural texts. 

In Brih. 1. 3. the organs are treated first in one 
section, and after concluding it the vital force is 
treated in a fresh section, which shows that they 
do not belong to the same category. Hence also the 
organs are independent principles, and not modes of 
the vital force. 

II U II 

On account of characteristic differences 

^ and. 
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21. Flesh etc. result from earth, 
according to the scriptures. So also as 
regards the other two (viz. fire and water). 

Tripartite earth, when assimilated by man, 
forms flesh etc. ‘‘The earth (food) when eaten 
becomes threefold, ... its middle portion becomes 
flesh, and its finest portion mind’’ (Chh. 6. 5. 1). So 
also we have to understand the effects of the other 
two elements according to the scriptures. Water 
produces blood, Prana, etc., and fire produces bone, 
marrow and the organ of speech. 

tfhsira II II 

On account of the preponderance g but 

that special name. 

22. But on account of the preponder- 
ance (of a particular element in them the 
gross elements), are so named (after it). 

An objection iS raised, if all the gross elements 
contain the three fine elements, then why such dis- 
tinctions as “This is water,” “This is earth,” “This 
is fire”? The Sutra refutes this objection saying 
that as the fine elements are not found in equal 
proportion in each of the gross elements, they are 
named after that fine element which preponderates 
in their constitution. The repetition of “that special 
name” is to show that the chapter ends here. 



CHAPTER III 
Sfction I 

In the seeond chapter all objections based on the 
Sruti and reasoning against the Vedantie view have 
been refuted. It has been shown that all other 
views are incorrect, and that the so-called scriptural 
contradictions do not exist with respect to the 
Vedantie view. Further, it has been shown that all 
entities different from the soul (like Prana etc.) 
spring from Brahman and for the enjoyment of the 
soul. In this chapter the souPs travels to the 
different regions accompanied by those adjuncts are 
discussed to produce a spirit of dispassion. 

Topic 1: The soul, when passing out. of the body 
at death is enveloped with fine particles of the 
gross elements, 

^ II 

With a view to obtaining a fresh 
body goes enveloped (with subtle 

parts of the elements) (so it is known) 

from the question and answer. 

1. (The soul) goes (out of the body) 
enveloped (with subtle parts of the ele- 
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merits) with a view to obtaining a fresh 
body ; (so it is known) from the question 
and answer (in the scripture). 

The Sutra discusses whether in transmigration the 
soul takes with it subtle parts of the gross elements 
as the seed, as it were, for the future body. The 
opponent holds that it does not take them, for it is 
useless, because the elements are easily available 
ever)rwhere. Moreover, in the absence of a definite 
opinion to the contrary in the scriptures, we have 
to understand that the soul does not take subtle 
parts of the elements with it. This Sutra refutes 
that view and says that the soul does take with it 
subtle parts of the elements; that this is a fact is 
known from the question and answer that occurs 
in the scriptures. ‘‘Do you know why in the fifth 
oblation water is called man?’’ (Chh. 5. 3. 3). This 
is the question, and the answer is given in the whole 
passage which, after explaining how the five obla- 
tions in the form, of Sraddha (liquid oblations in 
subtle form), Soma, rain, food, and seed are offered 
in the five ‘fires’ (i.c. objects imagined to be fires 
for the sake of Upasana) — the heavens, Parjanya 
(rain-god), earth, man, and woman — ends, “For this 
reason is water in the fifth oblation called man.” 
From this we understand that the soul goes enveloped 
with water (same as Sraddha). Moreover, though the 
elements are available everywhere, yet the seeds for 
a future body are not so easily available. Again the 
adjuncts of the individual soul, viz, the organs etc. 
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which go with it (Vide Brih. 4. 4. 2) cannot accom- 
pany it unless there is a material basis. 

H i| 

On account of (water) consisting of 
three elements g but on account of the pre- 

ponderance (of water) 

2 On account of (water) consist- 
ing of three elements (the soul goes envel- 
oped by all these elements and not merely 
water) ; but (water alone is mentioned in 
the text) on account of its preponderance 
(in the human body). 

An objection is raised that the text mentions' 
only water, and not the other elements as accom- 
panying the soul. The Sutra says that in water 
are found the other two elements also according to 
the tripartite creation of the gross elements. Hence 
ail the three elements accompany the soul. The 
mention of water is indicatory and includes all the 
elements. With mere water no body can be formed. 
But as the watery portion in the body is prepon- 
derant, water only is mentioned in the text. 

srpjnr^ II ^ ii 

Because of the going of the sense-organa 

^ and. 

19 
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3. And because of the going of the 
organs (with the soul, the elements also 
accompany the soul). 

^‘When it departs, the vital force follows. When 
the vital force departs, all the organs follow’’ (Brih. 
4. 4, 2). Since the organs go with the soul, they 
must have a material base ; hence also it is inferred 
that water and other elements foMow the soul, thus 
forming a basis for the organs. 

IT, ATtRc^ || « || 

Entering into fire etc. from the 
scriptures if it be said *1 not so on 

account of its being so said in a secondary sense. 

4. If it be said (that the organs do 
not follow the soul), for the scriptures 
declare their entering into fire etc., (we 
say) not so, on account of its being so said 
in a secondary sense. 

‘‘When the vocal organ of a man who dies is 
merged in the fire, the nose in the air,” etc. (Brih. 
3. 2. 13). This text shows that at the time of death 
the organs are resolved into their presiding deities, 
and hence it cannot be said that they accompany 
the soul. This Sutra refutes that view and says that 
such interpretations would go against many texts 
which declare that they do accompany the soul, as, 
for example : “When it departs, the vital force 
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follow^ ; when the vital force departs, all the organs 
follow” (Brill. 4. 4. 2). Hence the text cited must be 
interpreted in a secondary sens#^ like the words, ‘^The 
hair on the body in the herbs” (Brih. 3. 2. 13). 

si, m !3^iq€: ini 

In the first of the oblations not being 

mentioned if it be said ^ not so cTt: ^ that 

only ('.e. water) because on account of the 

appropriateness. 

5. If it be objected on account of 
(water) not being mentioned in the first 
of the oblations, (we say) not so, because 
that (viz. water) only (is meant by the 
word ‘Sraddha’) on account of the appro- 
priateness (of such an interpretation). 

An objection is raised that as there is no men- 
tion of water in the first oblation : ^‘On that altar 
the gods offer Sraddha as oblation” (Chh. 5. 4. 2), 
but only Sraddha (faith) is mentioned, to substitute 
water for Sraddha v/ill be arbitrary. So how can it 
be ascertained ‘‘that in the fifth oblation water is 
called man.” The Sutra says that by ‘Sraddha’ 
water is meant, for in that case alone syntactical 
unity of the whole passage remains undisturbed. 
Otherwise the q^estion and answer would not agree. 
Moreover, faith (Sraddha), which is a mental attri- 
bute, cannot be offered as an oblation. Water is also 
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called Sraddha in the Sruti texts : *‘Sraddha indeed 
is water’’ (Taitt. Sam. 1. 6. 8. 1). 

%gr, if, IllH 

On account of not being mentioned in 
the Sruti ^ if it be said not so the 

performers of sacrifices etc. being understood. 

6. If it be said that on account of 
(the soul) not being mentioned in the text 
(the soul does not depart enveloped with 
water etc.), (we say) not so, for it is under- 
stood (from the scriptures) that the Jivas 
who perform sacrifices etc. (alone go to 
heaven). 

An objection is raised that in the Chhandogya 
text cited (5. 3. 3), there is mention of water only but 
no reference to the soul ; and it is explained how 
this water becomes man. So how can it be taken 
that the soul departs enveloped with water and then 
is born again as man ? This Sutra refutes it and 
says that if we examine all the scriptural texts like, 
‘‘But they who being in the village practise sacrifices 
and works of public utility and give alms, go to the 
(deity of) smoke ... to the moon” (Chh. 5, 10. 3-4), 
which describe the journey to the moon, we find 
that only the Jivas who perform such good acts go 
to heaven, and that in so doing they go enveloped 
with water, which is supplied by the materials like 
curds etc. that are offered as oblations in sacrifices ; 
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these assume a subtle form called Apurva and attach 
themselves to the sacrihcer. 

?f«iT % ii 19 ti 

WW' In a seconilary sense but on 

account of their (souls) not knowing the Self WST 
so ?? because (Sruti) declares. 

7. But (the souls’ being the food of 
the gods in heaven is used) in a secondary 
sense, on account of their not knowing the 
Self ; because (the Sruti) declares like 
that. 

In the scriptures it is stated that those who go 
to heaven become the food of the gods ; so how 
could they be enjoying the fruits of their good actions 
in heaven ? ‘‘That is Soma, the king. He is the food 
of the gods. They eat him” (Chh. 5. 10. 4). This 
Sutra says that the word ‘food’ is used not in a 
primary sense, but metaphorically, meaning an 
object of enjoyment. Otherwise, if this is the fate 
of souls who go to heaven, texts like, “Those who 
want to go to heaven shall perform sacrifices” are 
meaningless. Therefore what the text means is that 
they are objects of enjoyment to the gods even as 
wives, children, and cattle are to men. Thus the 
Jivas, while giving enjoyment to the gods, are happy, 
and rejoice with them in their turn. That they are 
objects of enjoyment to the gods is known from texts 
like : “While he who worships another deity . . . 
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He is like a beast to the gods. And as many beasts 
serve a man, so does every man serve the gods’’ 
(Brih. 1. 4. 10). 

Therefore it is decided that the soul goes envel- 
oped with subtle parts of the elements when it goes 
to other spheres for enjoying the fruits of its good 
Karma. 

Topic 2: The souls descending from heaven have a 
residual Karma, which determines their birth. 

^ IKII 

On the exhaustion of (good) work 
possessed of residual Karma as is known 

from the Sruti and Smriti as (it) went 

differently and. 

8. On the exhaustion of (gfood) work 
(the soul) with the residual Karma (de- 
scends to this earth), as is known from the 
Sruti and Smriti, along the path (it) went 
by (from here) and differently too. 

A fresh topic is taken up for discussion — the 
descent of the soul from heaven. The question is 
raised whether it descends with any residual Karma 
or not. The opponent holds that there is no residual 
Karma, for Sruti says : ‘‘Having dwelt there till 
their work is consumed, they return again the way 
they went by” etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 5), which means that 
all their Karma is exhausted and there is nothing 
left. Moreover, it is reasonable to think that Karma 
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done IP one life (as man) is worked out in the next 
as ^od. 

The Sutra, refuting this View, says that what is 
exhausted in heaven is only that Karma which gave 
the soul a birth as god in heaven, but on the exhaus- 
tion of this Karma the remaining Karma, good and 
bad, brings it back to earth. Otherwise it is diffi- 
cult to explain the happiness or misery of a new- 
born child. Neither is it possible that in one life the 
entire Karma of the previous life is worked out. For 
a man might have done both good work like sacri- 
fices, as a result of which he is born as a god, and 
bad work, which can be worked out in an animal 
body ; and the working out of both kinds of Karma 
simultaneously in one birth is impossible. So though 
by the enjoyment of heaven the result of good work 
like sacrifices etc. is exhausted, there are other 
Karmas in store according to which a man is born 
again in good or bad environments. The Sruti says, 
‘^Those whose conduct has been good will quickly 
attain some good birth’’ etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 7). The 
Smriti also says, ‘‘With the remainder of their Karma 
they are born in a noteworthy place, caste, and 
family, with becoming appearance, longevity, knowl- 
edge, wealth, happiness, and intellect.” So the soul 
is born with residual Karma. By what way does it 
descend? Following the same way that it went by, 
but with so5Tie difference. That they follow the 
same way as they went by, is understood from the 
mention of smoke and ether in the path, (Vide 
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Chh, 5. 10. 5), and that there is some difference too 
is known from the fact that the text omits night etc. 
(Vide Chh. 5. 10. 8), but mist etc. are mentioned 
(Vide Chh. 5. 10. 6). 

JT, 

II ^ II 

On account of conduct if it be said 

^ not so to denote indirectly ^ thus 

(the sage) Karshnajini (thinks'. 

9. If it be said that on account of con- 
duct (the assumption of residual Karma is 
not necessary for a rebirth on earth), (we 
say) not so, (for the word ^conduct^ is used) 
to denote indirectly (the remaining 
Karma). So (thinks) Karshnajini. 

In the text cited (Chh. 5. 10. 7) the Sruti says those 
of ‘good conduct’ get a good birth. Now conduct is 
one thing, and residual Karma quite another thing, 
even according to the Sruti (Vide Brih. 4. 4. 5). Since 
the Sruti does not mention residual Karma, the soul 
is not born with any Karma, conduct alone being the 
cause of good birth. This is the main objection. 
This the Sutra refutes and says that ‘conduct’ here 
is used to denote good Karma. It is a case of Ajahat 
Lakshana, conduct standing for Karma which is 
dependent on good conduct. This is the view of 
the sage Karshnajini. 
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SITWWfeffi !T, il ^0 (I 

Irrelevancy if it be said ’f not so 

on account of dependence on that. 

10. If it be said (by such interpreta- 
tion of the word ‘conduct’ good conduct 
would become) purposeless, (we say) not 
so, on account of (Karma) being depend- 
ent on that (good conduct). 

An objection is raised that if the word ‘conduct^ 
be interpreted indirectly to mean ^residual Karma’, 
leaving its direct meaning, then good conduct would 
be purposeless in man’s life, as it has no result of 
its own, not being a cause of the quality of the 
new birth. The Sutra denies this on the ground 
that only those who are of good conduct are ex- 
pected to }>erform Vedic sacrifices. ^‘Him who is 
devoid of good conduct the Vedas do not purify.” 
Thus good conduct is an aid to Karma and therefore 
has a purpose. So it is the view of Karshnajini that 
it is Karma and not conduct that is the cause of the 
new birth. 

g sn^: II u II 

Good and evil work merely Tftf thus 
g but Badari. 

11. But (conduct) is merely good and 
evil work ; thus (the sage) Badari (thinks). 
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This Sutra says that as a matter of fact there 
is no difference between conduct and Karma in 
common parlance, for people say of a person who 
performs sacrifices etc. “That man practises righteous- 
ness,’’ showing thereby that ‘conduct’ is used 
in the general sense of action. Thus ‘men of good 
conduct’ means those whose actions (Karma) are 
praiseworthy. 

Therefore it is settled that those who go to 
heaven performing sacrifices have residual Karma as 
the cause of a new birth on earth. 


Topic 3: The fate after death of those souls rvhose 
actions do not entitle them to go to the lunar ivorld. 



^ II II 


Of those who do not perform sacri- 
fices etc. even also is declared by the 
Sruti. 

12. The Sruti declares (the going to 
the lunar world etc.) also of even those 
who do not peform sacrifices etc. 

Now the question of those who do not per- 
form sacrifices etc. is taken up for discussion. The 
opponent holds that even they go to heaven, though 
they may not enjoy there like the performers of 
sacrifices etc., because they too require the fifth 
oblation for a new birth, and also because the script- 
ures directly say that all go to heaven : “All who 
depart from this world go to the moon” (Kau. 1. 2).^ 
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II VA II 


In the abode of Yama ^ but having 

experienced of others (than ihe performers of 

sacrifices etc.) the ascent and descent 

such a passage bexng declared by the Sruti. 

13. But of others (i.e. those who have 
not performed sacrifices etc.) the ascent is 
to the abode of Yama, and after having 
experienced (the result of their evil works) 
the descent (to the earth again takes 
place). On account of such a passage (for 
the evil doer) being declared by the Sruti. 

This Sutra refutes the view of the last Sutra 
and says that evil-doers go not to heaven, but to 
the world of Yama, where they suffer and then 
descend again to earth. ‘‘The hereafter never rises 
before an ignorant person . . . thus he falls again and 
again under my sway” (Kath. 1. 2. 6). The ascent 
to the moon is only for the enjoyment of the fruits 
of good works and not for any other purpose ; so 
the evil-doers do not go there. 

II II 


The Smritis declare also. 

14. The Smritis also declare (thus). 

Manu and others say that the evil-doers go to 
hell and suffer there. 
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g ^ iKmi 


^ ^ Moreover OT seven. 

15. Moreover there are seven (hells). 

There are seven hells mentioned in the Puranas, 
to which the evil-doers are cast to expiate their 
sins through suffering. 





There ^ even and on account 

of his control there is no contradiction. 


16. And on account of his (Yama’s) 
control even there (in those hells), there is 
no contradiction. 


An objection is raised that since according to the 
Sruti the evil-doers suffer at the hands of Yama how 
is this possible in the hell called Raurava, where 
Chitragupta is the presiding deity. The Sutra says 
that there is no contradiction, as Chitragupta is 
directed by Yama. 



g it ii 


Of knowledge and work thus g but 
on account of their being the subject under 
discussion. 

17. But (the reference is to the two 
roads) of knowledge and work ; thus (we 
have to understand) on account of their 
being the subject under discussion. 
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^®Now those wno go along neither of these ways 
become those tiny^ continually rotating creatures of 
which it may be said, ^Be born and die.’ This is the 
thiid place. That is why that world (heaven) never 
becomes full” (Chh. 5. 10. 8). The two ways men- 
tioned in this l^ext we have to take as referring to 
those of knowledge and work, on recount of these 
being the subject under discussion. Knowledge and 
work are the mean: to go along the Devayana and 
Pitriyana routes. For those who are not entitled 
to"^go through knowledge along the Devayana, the 
route leading to the gods, or through sacrifices etc. 
to the Pitriyana, the route leading to the fathers, 
the Sruti declares a third place, distinct from the 
Brahmaloka and the Chandraloka. That the evil- 
doers, who form a separate group, go to this third 
place, pnd not to heaven, is made all the more explicit 
by the words, ‘‘That is why that world (heaven) 
never becomes full’ (Chh. 5. 10. 8). The word ‘but’ 
refutes a possible doubt arising from a text belonging 
to another Sakha; vide Kau. 1. 2. So the Kau- 
shitaki text which says that all go to the sphere 
of the moon, means all those who have performed 
good Karma of whatever kind, and does not include 
evil-doers. 

iT II II 

Not (2^^ in the third so it being 

seen. 

18 . (The specification about five 
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oblations does) not (apply) to the third 
(place), for so it is seen (from the scrip- 
tures). 

It has been said in Chh. 5. 3. 8, which is quoted 
in the first Sutra of this section, that the Jiva attains 
a new birth after five oblations. So at least for 
getting a new body the evil-doer will have to go 
to the moon, to complete the five oblations that 
cause the new birth. This Sutra says that the rule 
about the five oblations does not apply in the case^^of 
evil-doers, for they are born irrespective of the obla- 
tions, because the Sruti says, ‘‘ ‘Be born and die.’ 
This is the third place.” That rule applies only to 
the performers of sacrifices etc. 

g II U II 

915^ Are recorded also ^ and in the 
world. 

19. And moreover (cases of birth 
without the completion of the five obla- 
tions) are recorded in the world. 

A further argument is given to show that the 
five oblations are not absolutely necessary for a 
future birth, and hence the evil-doers need not 
go to heaven just for conforming to this rule. For 
in cases like that of Drona, who had no mother, 
and of Dhrishtadyumna, who had neither father nor 
mother, the last two oblations respectively were 
absent. Hence the rule about the five oblations is not 
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universal, but applies only to those who perform 
sacrifices. 

II ^,0 II 

On account of observation also. 

20. Also on account of observation. 

T^at this rule about the five oblations is not 
universal is also seen from the fact that of the four 
kinds of life, viviparous, oviparous, life springing from 
moisture, and plant life, the last two are born without 
any mating and consequently there is not the fifth 
oblation in their case. 



: II II 


Inclusion in the third term 
of that which springs from moisture. 

21. The third term {i.e. plant life) 
includes that which springs from moisture. 


There are four kinds of organic beings as describ- 
ed in the last Sutra. But the Chhandogya Upanishad 
6. 3. 1 mentions only three kinds. ^ This Sutra says 
that it makes no difference for that which springs 
from moisture is included in plant life (Udbhid), 
since they both germinate, one from the earth and 
the other from water etc. 

Hence it is a settled fact that the evil-doers 
do not go to heaven but only those who perform 
sacrifices. 
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Topic 4 : The soul in its descent from the moon does 
not become identified with ether etc. but attains 
similarity of nature. 

WI#: n II 

Attainment of a similarity of 
nature with them being reasonable. 

22. (The soul when descending from 
Chandraloka) attains similarity of nature 
with them (i.c. with ether, air, etc.), (that 
alone) being reasonable. 

It has been said that the righteous who descend 
from the moon descend by the same path as they 
ascended by, but with some differences. ‘‘They return 
again that way as they came by, to the ether, from 
the ether to the air ; the sacrificer having become 
air, becomes smoke,” etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 5). Now the 
question is whether the souls of such persons actually 
attain identity with ether, smoke, etc., or only attain 
a similar nature. The Sutra says that the souls do 
not attain identity with them, for it is impossible. 
A thing cannot become another of a different nature. 
What the text means, therefore, is that it attains 
similarity of nature — becomes like ether, air, etc. 
The soul assumes a subtle form like ether, comes 
under the influence of air and is connected with 
smoke, etc. Therefore similarity of nature and not 
identity is meant. 
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Topic 5: The entire descent of the soul takes 
only a short time. 

II II 

^ Not in very long time on 

account of the special declaration. 

23. (The soul’s descent from the moon 
through the various stages up to the earth 
takes) not very long time, on account of 
a special declaration (of the Srutis with 
respect to the stages after that as taking 
time). 

The question is raised whether the descending 
soul, when it attains similanty of nature with ether, 
air, etc., remains in those stages pretty long, or 
attains the next stages quickly one after another. 
This Sutra says that it passes through them quickly. 
‘^Then he is born as rice and corn, herbs and trees, 
sesamum and beans. From thence the escape is 
beset with many more difficulties” (Chh. 5. 10. 6). 
Thus the stages after coming down on earth through 
rain the Sruti particularly characterizes as hard to 
escape from, thereby hinting that the escape from 
the earlier stages is easy and attained quickly. 

Topic G: When the souls enter into plants etc. 
they only get connected with them and do not 
participate in their life. 

li ii 


20 
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Into what is ruled by another 
as in the previous cases for so the Sruti 

states. 

24. (The descending soul enters) into 
what is ruled by another (Jiva or soul) as 
in the previous cases (viz. becoming ether 
etc.); for so the Sruti states. 

A view is put forward that the soul’s passage 
through the stages of corn etc. is not a mere con- 
nection with them, as in the earlier stages with 
ether etc., but that it is actually born in the form 
of corn etc. For the Sruti says, ‘‘Then he is horn 
as rice” etc. (Chh. 5. 10. 6). It also seems reasonable 
that those who fall from heaven after having exhaust- 
ed their good deeds should be born as herbs, plants, 
etc., owing to their bad Karma such as the killing 
of animals that remains. So the word ‘born’ is to 
be taken literally.' The Sutra refutes this view and 
says that the word ‘born’ implies mere connection 
with corn, herbs, etc., which are animated by other 
souls actually born as such. For in these stages 
there is no reference to their Karma, even as in the 
earlier stages of ether etc. They enter these plants 
etc. independently of their Karma, and while there, 
they do not experience the fruits at all. Where 
birth in the primary sense takes place and experience 
of the fruits of action begins, it is made clear by 
a reference to Karma, as in, “Those whose conduct 
has been good will quickly attain a good birth” 
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(Chh. 5. 10. 7). Therefore the descending souls only 
dwell, as it were, in plants etc. animated by other 
souls till they get the opportunity for a new birth. 

II II 

Unholy if it be said ^ not so 

on account of scriptural authority, 

25. If it be said (that sacrifices, 
which entail the killing of animals etc.) 
are unholy, (we say) not so, on account of 
scriptural authority. 

This Sutra refutes the point raised by the 
opponent in the previous Surra that the descending 
soul is enveloped by its bad Karma such as the killing 
of animals in sacrifices and so is born as herbs etc. 
The killing of animals etc. in sacrifices does not 
entail any bad Karma for the person, for it is sanc- 
tioned by the scriptures. 

II II 

Connection with one who performs • 
the act of generation ^ then. 

26. Then (the soul gets) connected 
with him who performs the act of genera- 
tion. 

‘‘For whoever eats food and performs the act 
of generation, (the soul) becomes one with him’’ 
(Chh. 5. 10. 6). Here the soul’s becoming literally 
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identical with the person is impossible, and we have 
to understand that it gets connected with him. This 
further proves that the souPs becoming plants etc. 
in the immediately preceding stages is also mere 
connection with them and not actual birth as such. 

|| 

From the womb body. 

27. From the womb a (new) body 
(results). 

Finally the actual birth of the soul is referred 
to in this Sutra. Till now it was only a connection 
with the successive stages, but now through its con- 
nection with a person performing the act of generation 
the soul enters the woman and there gets a new body 
fit for experiencing the results of its past residual 
Karma. 



CHAPTER III 
Section ii 

In the last section the passage of the soul to 
different spheres and its return have been explained. 
There are people who get disgusted with Karma or 
sacrifices leading to such a fate of the soul and become 
dispassionate. In order to make them grasp the true 
import of the Mahavakyas or the great Vedic dicta, 
this section sets itself to elucidate the true nature 
of ‘That’ and ‘thou’ contained in the Mahavakya, 
“That thou art.” In the last section the waking 
state of the soul (the ‘thou’) has been fully described. 
Now its dream state is taken up for discussion, to 
show that the soul is self-luminous. In this way the 
three states of the soul, viz, waking, dream, and deep 
sleep, will be shown to be merely illusory, and thus 
the consequent identity of the Jiva and Brahman 

will be established. 

« 

Topic 1 : The soul in the dream state, 

f? II m 

In the intermediate stage (between waking 
and deep sleep, i,e in the dream state) ( there 
is real) creation (Sruti) says so f% because. 

1. In the intermediate stage (be- 
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tween waking and deep sleep, there is a 
real) creation, because (the Sruti) says so. 

The question is raised whether the creation which 
one experiences in the dream state is as real as this 
world of ours, or merely Maya, false, as compared 
with this waking world. This Sutra, which gives 
the view of the opponent, holds that it is just as 
real, for the Sruti declares, “There are no chariots, 
nor horses to be yoked to them, nor roads there, 
but he himself creates the chariots, horses, and roads. 
For he is the agent” (Brih. 4. 3. 10). Moreover, we 
do not find any difference between the experience 
of the waking state and that of the dream state. 
A meal taken in dream has the effect of giving 
satisfaction even as in the waking state. Therefore 
the creation of the dream state is real and springs 
from the Lord Himself, even as He creates ether etc. 

II R II 

Creator and some (the followers of 
particular Sakhas of the Vedas) sons etc. ^ 

and. 

2. And some (Sakhas or recensions) 
(state the Self or the Supreme Lord to 
be) the creator (of objects of desires while 
we are asleep) and (objects of desires there 
stand for) sons etc. 

A further argument is given by the opponent 
that the creation even in dreams is by the Lord 
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Himself. ‘^He who is awake in us shaping objects 
of desire while are asleep . . . that is Brahman’’ 
(Kath. 2. 5. 8). Sons etc. are the objects of desire 
that He creates. So, as in the case of the waking 
state, even in dreams the Lord Himself creates, 
and hence the world of dreams is also real. There- 
fore the dream world is not false but real like this 
Vyavaharika (phenomenal) world of ours. 

g, it ^ ii 

Mere illusion g but in to to 

on account of its nature not being 

manifest. 

3. But (the dream world is) mere 
illusion, on account of its nature not being 
manifest with the totality (of attributes of 
the waking state). 

‘But’ discards the view expressed by the two 
previous Sutras. The nature of the dream world 
does not agree in toto with that of the waking world 
with respect to time, place, cause, and non-contradic- 
tion, and as such that world is not real like the 
waking world. There can be no appropriate time, 
place or cause in the dream state. Inside the body, 
there is not enough space for objects like chariots, 
horses, etc,, and in a dream the soul does not leave 
the body ; ,for if it did, then one who dreams of 
having gone to America would find himself there 
on waking while he went to sleep in India. Nor is 
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the midnight proper time for an eclipse of the sun 
seen in a dream, nor can we conceive a child’s getting 
children in a dream to be real. Moreover, even in 
dreams we see objects seen being transformed, as for 
example, when we see a tree turn into a mountain. 
‘*He himself creates the chariots etc.” (Brih. 4. 8. 10), 
only means that objects which have no reality appear 
to exist in dreams just as silver does in a mother- 
of-pearl. The argument that the dream world is real 
because it is also a creation of the Supreme Lord, 
like this waking world, is not true, for the dream 
world is not the creation of the Lord but of the 
individual soul. ‘‘When he dreams . . . himself puts 
the body aside and himself creates (a dream body 
in its place)” (Brih. 4. 3. 9). This text clearly proves 
that it is the Jiva that creates in dreams and not 
the Lord. 

g 5lf53[: i| « || 

"^3^: Omen but for from the Sruti 
say ^ also experts in dream-reading. 

4. But (though the dream-world is 
an illusion) yet it serves as an omen, for 
(so we find) in the Sruti, (and) expert 
dream-readers also say (thus). 

Lest it be thought that because the dream-world 
is an illusion, even the results indicated by dreams 
are to be so regarded, this Sutra says that these 
dreams are yet capable of forecasting events or good 
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and bad fortune. The thing indicated by these 
dreams is reaj, Jhough the dreams themselves are 
unreal, even as the appearance of silver in a mother- 
of-pearl, though false, produces joy in us, which is 
real. The Sruti also says so : “If in this dream he 
sees a woman, let him know this to be a sign that 
his sacrifice has succeeded*’ (Chh. 5. 2. 8). 

II ^ II 

By meditation on the Supreme Lord 
g but that which is covered (by ignorance) 

from Him (the Lord) f% for of the soul 
bondage and its opposite, i.e, freedom. 

5. But by meditation on the Supreme 
Lord, that which is covered (by ignorance, 
viz. the similarity of the Lord and soul, 
becomes manifest) ; for from Him (the 
Lord) are its (the soul’s) bondage and 
freedom. 

It has been shown that the dream-world is false. 
But an objection is raised against it. The individual 
soul is but a part of the Supreme Soul and therefore 
shares Its power of knowledge and rulership even as 
a spark and fire have alike the power of burning. 
As such it must also be able to create at will like 
the Lord. This Sutra refutes it and says that that 
rulership is covered by ignorance in the Jiva state 
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and gets manifested only when in the state of medita- 
tion on the Lord this ignorance is destroyed by the 
knowledge ‘I am Brahman.’ ‘‘When that god is 
known all fetters fall off. . . . From meditating on 
him there arises, on the dissolution of the body, the 
third state, that of universal Lordship” (Svet. 1. 11). 
Till then the Jiva cannot create at will anything real. 
Moreover, this does not come to man spontaneously, 
since the bondage and freedom of the individual soul 
come from the Lord. That is to say, ignorance of 
His true nature causes bondage, and the knowledge 
of it results in freedom. 

II ^ II 

From its connection with the body 
and W, that (the covering of its rulership) 
also. 

6. And that (the covering of the 
souPs rulership) also (results) from its con- 
nection with the body. 

A cause for this covering up of the soul’s ruler- 
ship is given ; and that is its connection with the 
body etc. Because of these limiting adjuncts, the 
result of nescience, its knowledge and rulership 
remain hidden, and this lasts so long as it erroneously 
thinks itself as the body etc. Hence though the soul 
is not different from the Lord, its powers remain 
hidden. 
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Topic 2: The sold in dreamless sleep. 

Now the state of deep sleep or Sushupti is taken 
up for discussion. 

sn^, f Tfofff q ^ II >9 li 

Absence of that (dreaming), in other 
words Sushupti in the nerves ^ and in 

tiie Self as it is known from the Sruti. 

7. The absence of that (dreaming, 

1. e. dreamless sleep takes place) in the 
nerves and in the Self, as it is known from 
the Sruti. 

In different texts Surhupti (deep sleep) is said 
to take place under different conditions. ‘‘And when 
a man is asleep ... so that he sees no dreams, then he 
has entered into those nerves (Nadis)” (Chh. 8. 6. 3) ; 
“Through them he moves forth and rests in the 
pericardium, i.e. in the region of the heart’’ (Brih. 

2. 1. 19); “When this being full of consciousness is 
asleep . . . lies in the ether i.e. the real Self which is in 
the heart” (Brih. 2. 1. 17). Now the question arises 
whether Sushupti takes place in any one of these 
places, i.e. whether these are to be taken as alter- 
natives, or whether they are to be taken as standing 
in mutual relation so as to refer to one place only. 
The opponent holds that as all the words standing 
for the places enumerated are in the same case, viz. 
the locative case, in the texts, they are co-ordinate 
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and therefore alternatives* If mutual relation was 
meant, then different case-endings would be used by 
the Sruti. This Sutra says that they are to be taken 
as standing in mutual relation denoting the same 
place. 

There is no alternative here, for by allowing 
option between two Vedic statements we lessen the 
authority of the Veda, since the adoption of either 
alternative sublates for the time being the authority 
of the other alternative. Moreover, the same case 
is used where things serve different purposes and 
have to be combined, as, for example, when we say, 
“He sleeps in the palace, he sleeps on a couch,’’ 
where we have to combine the two locatives into one 
as “He sleeps on a couch in the palace.” Similarly 
here the different texts have to be combined, meaning 
that the soul goes through the nerves to the region 
of the heart and there rests in Brahman. 

It may be questioned why, then, in deep sleep 
we do not experience the relation of supporter and 
that which is supported with respect to Brahman 
and the Jiva. It is because the individual soul 
covered with ignorance is lost in Brahman even as 
a pot of water in a lake and so hks no separate 
existence. “He becomes united with the True, he 
is gone to his own (Self)” (Chh. 6. 8. 1). Moreover, 
in the following text the three places are mentioned 
together, “In these the person is when sleeping he 
sees no dreams. Then he becomes one with the 
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Prana (Brahman) alone’’ (Kaii. 4, 20). Hence 
Brahman is the soul’s place of rest in deep sleep. 

aret: II <£ II 

Hence awakening from this. 

8. Hence the awakening from this 
(i.e. Brahman). 

‘‘In the same manner- my son, all these 
creatures, when they have come back from the True, 
know not that they have come back from the True” 
(Chh. 0. 10. 2). In this text the Sruti states that 
when the Jiva returns after deep sleep to the waking 
state, it returns from the True of Brahman, thereby 
showing that in Sushupti Jiva is merged m Brahman 
and not in the nerves Hita etc. But as it is covered 
by ignorance it does not realize its identity with 
Brahman in Sushupti. 

Topic S : The seljsame soul returns from Sushupti, 

g, a ^ a 

5a The selfsame soul g but 
on account of Karma, memory, scriptural author- 
ity, and precept. 

9. But the selfsame soul (returns 
from Brahman after Sushupti) on account 
of work, memory, scriptural authority, and 
precept. 

A qestion is raised here that just as when a drop 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[8.2.9 


of water has merged in the ocean it is difficult to pick 
it out again, so also when the Jiva has merged in 
Brahman it is difficult to say that the selfsame Jiva 
arises from It after Sushupti. So we have to take 
that some soul arises after Sushupti from Brahman. 
There can be no rule that the same soul arises from It. 
The Sutra refutes this and says that the selfsame soul 
comes back after Sushupti for the following reasons : 
(1) What has been partly done by a person before 
going to sleep, we find him finishing after he wakes 
up. If it were not the same soul, then the latter 
would have no interest in finishing what has been 
partly done by another. (2) From our experience of 
identity of personality before and after sleep.* (3) 
From our memory of past events. (4) From script- 
ural authority as in texts like, ‘‘Whatever these 
creatures are here, whether a tiger, or a lion, or a 
wolf, or a boar . . . that they become again (Chh. 
6. 9. 3), we find that the selfsame soul returns from 
Brahman after Sushupti. (.5) If the person who goes 
to sleep and he who rises after it be different, then 
scriptural precepts either as regards work or 
knowledge would be meaningless. For if a person 
can attain identity for ever with Brahman by merely 
going to sleep, then scriptural instruction would be 
useless to attain Liberation. 

Therefore it is the selfsame soul that rises from 
Brahman after Sushupti. The case of the drop of 
water is not quite analogous, for a drop of water 
merges in the ocean without any adjuncts and so is 
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lost for ever ; but the Jiva merges in Brahman with 
its adjuncts. -So^ the identical Jiva rises again from 
Brahman owing to its Karma and ignorance, which 
do not allow it to be lost iii Brahman irrevocably. 

Topic 4; The nature of a sitoon. 

II ^0 II 

In a swoon partial attainment of 

the state of deep sleep as the only alter- 

native left. 

10. In a swoon (there is the) partial 
attainment of the state of deep sleep, as 
that is the on]y alternative left. 

The question of swoon is taken up for discussion. 
There are only three states of a soul while living in 
the body — waking, dream, and deep sleep. Its fourth 
state is death. The condition of swoon cannot come 
in as a fifth state, as no such state is known. So 
what is it ? Is it a separate state of the soul, or is it 
but one of these states.? It cannot be waking or 
dream, for there is no consciousness or experience of 
anything. It is not deep sleep, for that gives happi- 
ness, which swoon does not. Nor is it death, for the 
soul returns to life. So the only alterative left is that 
in a swoon the soul partially attains the state of deep 
sleep, inasmuch as there is no consciousness in that 
state and it Returns to life, and partially that of death, 
as is seen from the souPs experience of misery and 
pain in that state resulting in distorted face and limbs. 
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It is a separate state, though it happens occasionally, 
and the reason why it is not considered a fifth state 
is because it is a mixture of the other two states. 

Topic 5: The nature of the Supreme Brahman. 

The preceding four topics deal with the nature of 
‘thou’ or the apparent self. By proving that the 
creation in dreams is false, it has been shown that 
though the Jiva appears apparently to enjoy happi- 
ness and misery, yet in reality it is unattached. By 
its mergence in Brahman in deep sleep that detach- 
ment has been firmly established. By saying that 
the selfsame Jiva returns from sleep the doubt as to 
its non-permanency has been refuted. By a reference 
to swoon it has been explained that though all expres- 
sions of life are extinct in that state still the Jiva is 
there, and hence one can be sure that even after 
death the soul continues to exist. Thus it has been 
shown that the soul is self-luminous, of the nature of 
consciousness, having pleasure in itself only, and 
beyond the various states. Having described the 
nature of ‘thou’, the nature of ‘That’ is taken up for 
discussion in the succeeding Sutras. 

!T II \\ II 

^ Not from (difference of) place ^ even 

of Brahman twofold characteristic 

because throughout (the scriptures teach other- 
wise). 
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11. Even from (difference of) place a 
twofold characteristic cannot (be predi- 
cated) of Brahman, because throughout 
(the scriptures teach It to be otherwise i.e. 
without any qualities). 

In the scriptures we find two kinds of descrption 
about Brahman. Some texts describe It as qualified 
and some as unqualified. ‘‘From whom all activities, 
all desires, all odours, and aU tastes proceed’’ (Chh. 
8. 14. 2) speak of attributes; again ‘‘It is neither 
gross nor minute, neither short nor long, neither red- 
ness nor moisture” etc. (Brih. 8. 8. 8). Are we to take 
that both are true of Brahman according as It is or is 
not connected with adjuncts, or have we to take only 
one of them as true and the other as false, and if so, 
which, and on what grounds? The Sutra says that 
both cannot be predicated of one and the same 
Brahman, for it is against experience. One and the 
same thing cannot have two contradictory natures at 
the same time. Nor does the mere connection of a 
thing with another change its nature, even as the 
redness of a flower reflected in a crystal does not 
change the nature of the crystal, which is colourless. 
The imputation of redness is due to ignorance and not 
real. Neither can a thing change its real nature : 
it means destruction. Even so in the case of Brah- 
man, Its corinection with adjuncts like earth etc. is a 
product of nescience. Hence between the two aspects 
of Brahman we have to accept that which is attribute- 
01 
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B22 

less as Its true nature, for throughout the scriptures 
we find Brahman so described to the exclusion of Its 
qualified aspects. ^‘It is without sound, without 
touch, form, and decay” etc. (Kath. 1. 8. 15). The 
other description of Brahman is only for the sake of 
Upfisana and is not Its real nature. 

*1 Jf, II V< II 

Not so on account of difference (being 

taught in the scriptures) if it be said ^ not so 

with respect to each because of the 

declaration of the opposite of that. 

12. If it be said (that it is) not so 
on account of difference (being taught in 
the scriptures), (we reply) not so, because 
with respect to each (such form) the Sruti 
declares the opposite of that. 

We find that the scripture declares Brahman as 
having different forms in different Vidyas or medita- 
tions. In some It is described as having four feet, 
in some as of sixteen digits (Kalas) or again as having 
for Its body the three worlds and being called Vais- 
vanara, and so on. So we have to understand on 
scriptural authority that Brahman is also qualified. 
This Sutra refutes it and says that every such form 
due to Upadhi is denied of Brahman in texts like, 
^‘The shining, immortal being who is in this earth, 
and the shining, immortal, corporeal being in the body 
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are but the Self’* (Brih. 2. 5. lb Such texts show 
that in all UpAbhis like earth etc. the same Self is 
present, and hence there is only non-difference, one- 
ness. It is not true that the Vedas inculcate the 
connection of Brahman \vith various forms. With 
regard to what we take as different, the Sruti explains 
at every instance that the form is not true, and that 
in reality there is only one formless principle. 

ii \\ II 

^ Moreover thus some* 

13. Moreover some (teach) thus. 

Some Sakhas (recensions) of the Vedas directly 
teach that the manifoldness is not true, by passing 
strictures on those who see difference. ‘‘He goes 
from death to death, who sees difference, as it were, 
in It” (Kath, 1. 4, 11); also Brih. 4. 4. 19. 

h, II II 

Formless only verily on 

account of that being the main purport. 

14. Verily Brahman is only formless 
on account of that being the main purport 
(of all texts about Brahman). 

Brahman is only formless for all the texts that 
aim at teaching Brahman describe It as formless. If 
Brahman be understood to have a form, then texts 
which describe It as formless would become purport- 
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less, and such a contingency with respect to the scrip- 
tures is unimaginable, for the scriptures throughout 
have a purport. On the other hand, texts dealing 
with qualified Brahman seek not to establish Tt, but 
rather to enjoin meditations on Brahman. Therefore 
Brahman is formless. 

li II 

Like light ^ and not being pur- 

portless. 

15. And like light (taking form in 
connection with bodies having form. 
Brahman takes form in connection with 
Upadhis), because (texts ascribing form 
to Brahman) are not purportless. 

If Brahman is formless, what about the texts 
which describe It as having form? Are they super- 
fluous ? If Brahman is without form then all 
Upasanas of the Brahman with form would be futile, 
for how can the worship of such a false Brahman 
lead to Brahmaloka and other spheres ? This Sutra 
explains that they are not without a purpose. Just 
as light, which has no form, appears to be great or 
small according to the aperture through which it 
enters a room and yet has the virtue of removing the 
darkness in the room, even so the formless Brahman 
appears to have a form, as being limited by adjuncts 
like earth etc ; and the worship of such an illusory 
Brahman can help one to attain Brahmaloka etc.. 
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which are also illusory from the absolute standpoint. 
Hence these texts are not altogether purportless. 
This, however, does not contradict the position 
already established, viz. that Brahman, though 
connected with limiting adjuncts, is not dual in 
character, because the effects of these cannot 
constitute attributes of a substance, and moreover 
these limiting adjuncts are all due to Nescience. 

^ ^ H II 

Declares ^ and that {i^e. intelligence) 

only. 

16. And (the scripture) declares (that 
Brahman is) that (i.e. intelligence) only. 

Now what is the nature of that formless Brah- 
man? ‘‘As a lump of salt is without interior or 
exterior, entire, and purely salt in taste, even so is 
the Self without interior or exterior, entire, and Pure 
Intelligence alone” (Brih. 4. 5. 13). It is mere 
intelligence, self-effulgent, homogeneous, and without 
attributes. 

g, swt II II 

(Scripture) shows ^ also ^ thus also 
(it is) stated by the Smritis. 

17. (The scripture) also shows (this, 
and) thus also (is it) stated by the Smritis. 

That Brahman is without any attributes is also 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[8.2.17 


proved by the fact that the Sruti teaches about It by 
denying all characteristics to It. ^^Now therefore the 
description (of Brahman) : ‘Not this, not this.’ 
Because there is no other and more appropriate 
description than this ‘Not this’ ” (Brih. 2. 8. 6). If 
Brahman had form, then it would be established by 
such texts, and there would be no necessity to deny 
everything and say ‘Not this, not this’. So also the 
Smritis teach about Brahman : “The Highest 
Brahman without either beginning or end, which 
cannot be said either to be or not to be” (Gita 13. 
12) ; “It is unmanifest, unthinkable, and without 
modification, thus is It spoken of” (Gita 2. 25). 

ll ii 

Therefore ^ also comparison 
like the images of the sun etc. 

18 . Therefore also (with respect to 
Brahman we have) comparisons like the 
images of the sun etc. 

That Brahman is formless is further established 
from the similes used with respect to It. Since this 
Brahman is mere intelligence, homogeneous, and 
formless, and everything else is denied in It, there- 
fore we find that the scriptures explain the fact of Its 
having forms by saying that they are like reflections 
in water of the one sun, meaning thereby that these 
forms are unreal, being due only to limiting adjuncts. 
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Like \vater not being experienced 

g but ^ no similarity. 

19. But (there is) no similarity (in 
the case of Brahman, any second thing) 
not being experienced like water. 

An objection is raised that the comparison of the 
last Sutra is not correct. In the case of the sun, 
which has a form, water, which is different and at a 
distance from it, catches its image ; but Brahman is 
formless and all-pervading, and there can be nothing 
else different and at a distance from It, to serve as 
an Upadhi, that can catch Its reflection. So the 
comparison is defective. 

II Ro II 

Participating in the increase and 
decrease on account of its being inside 

on account of the similarity in the 
two cases WT thus. 

20. On account of Brahman being 
inside (Its adjuncts) (It appears) to partic- 
ipate in their increase and decrease. On 
account of this similarity in the two cases 
(mentioned in Sutra 18) it is thus (Le. 
the comparison is not defective). 
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The comparison with the reflection of the sun is 
to be taken not on all fours but only with respect to 
a particular feature. Just as the reflected sun is 
distorted, trembles, or varies in size as the water 
shakes, expands, or contracts, while the real sun 
remains unchanged ; so also Brahman participates, as 
it were, in the attributes of the Up&dhis; it grows 
with them, decreases with them, suffers with them, 
and so on, but not in reality. Hence on account of 
this similarity in the two cases the comparison is not 
defective. 


II II 

On account of scriptural instruction 

and. 

21. And on account of scriptural 
instruction. ; 

The Scripture also teaches that Brahman enters 
into the body and other limiting adjuncts. ‘‘He made 
bodies with two feet and bodies with four feet. That 
Supreme Being first entered the bodies as a bird. He 
on account of his dwelling in all bodies is called the 
Purusha^’ (Brih. 2. 5. 18). Thus also the comparison 
in Sutra 18 is not defective. 

Therefore it is established that Brahman is form- 
less, of the nature of intelligence, and homogeneous — 
without any difference. 
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Topic 6: *Not this^ not this^ in Brih. ^-3.6. 
denies the gross *and subtle forms of Brahman given 
in Brih. 2.3.1. and not Brahman Itself. 

H II 

What has been mentioned up to this 
denies than that something more 
says ^ and. 

22. What has been mentioned up to 
this is denied (by the words ‘Not this, not 
this’), and (the Sruti) says something more 
than that (afterwards). 

“Brahman has but two forms — gross and subtle, 
mortal and immortal, limited and unlimited, Sat 
(defined) and Tyat (undefined)’’ (Brih. 2. 3. 1). 
Thus describing the two forms of Brahman, the gross, 
consisting of earth, water, and fire, and the subtle, 
consisting of air and ether, the Sruti says finally, 
^‘Now therefore the description (of Brahman) : ^Not 
this, not this.’ ” etc. (Brih. 2. 3. 6). Now the ques- 
tion is whether the double denial in ‘Not this, npt 
this’ negates both the world and Brahman, or only 
one of them. The opponent holds that both are 
denied, and consequently Brahman, which is false, 
cannot be the substratum for a world, which is also 
false. In other words, it leads us to Sunyavada, the 
theory of Void. If one only is denied it is proper that 
Brahman is denied, for It is not seen and therefore 
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Its existence is doubtful, and not the world, since we 
experience it. The Sutra refutes this view and says 
that what has been described till now, viz^ the two 
forms of Brahman, gross and subtle, is denied by the 
words ‘Not this, not this,^ the double mention of these 
words of denial applying to the two forms of Brah- 
man. The word ‘Iti’ refers to what has been men- 
tioned immediately before, ?‘.e. the two jorims of Brah- 
man, the subject-matter of the discussion, and there- 
fore cannot refer to Brahman Itself, which is not the 
main topic of the preceding texts. Moreover, after 
denying the world the Sruti says something more 
than that about Brahman, viz» ‘The Truth of 
truth’ meaning thereby that Brahman alone is the 
one reality that exists and is the substratum of the 
world, which is illusory. Nor is it reasonable to 
suppose that the Sruti, professing to teach about 
Brahman, will deny it. It is the Truth of truth, 
i,e. the reality behind ‘Sat’, or earth, water, and 
fire, and ‘Tyat’ or air and ether, the definite and 
indefinite forms in nature. There is no contradiction 
to perception in this denial of the world, for it denies 
only the transcendental reality of the world and not 
its Vyavaharika or phenomenal reality, which remains 
intact. The objection, viz, that Brahman is not 
experienced, and therefore it is Brahman that is 
denied, is baseless; for the object of the Sruti is to 
teach about something which is not ordinarily 
experienced by us ; otherwise its teaching would be 
redundant. 
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51^^, sn? f? IS 

^ That (Brahman) is not manifest ^ 

(so the scripture) says for. 

23. That (Brahman) is not manifest^ 
for (so the scripture) says. 

If Brahman exists, -hen why is It not perceived ? 
The Sruti says that Brahman is unmanifest on account 
of our being covered with ignorance. Therefore It is 
not perceived by us : “He is not apprehended by 
the eye, nor by the other senses, nor by penance’^ 
etc. (Mu. 3. ]. 8). 

sRq^irgmsnwnn il it 

^ And moreover in perfect meditation 
(It is experienced) from the Sruti and 

Smriti. 

24. And moreover (Brahman is ex^ 
perienced) in perfect meditation, (as we 
know) from the Sruti and Smriti. 

If Brahman is not manifest to us, then we can 
never know It, and therefore there will be no Freedom. 
This Sutra says that Brahman is not known only to 
those whose heart is not purified, but those who 
are purified realize It in the state of Samadhi when 
ignorance is destroyed. That this is so is known 
from the Sruti and Smriti : “Some wise man, however, 
with his eyes turned inside and wishing for immortal- 
ity saw the Self within’* (Kath. 2. 4. 1) ; also Mu. 3. 
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1, 8. The Smriti also says the same thing : ^*He 
who is seen as Light by the Yogins meditating on 
Him sleeplessly, with suspended breath, contented 
minds, and subdued senses” etc. 

it II 

Like light etc. ^ and (there is) 

no difference ir^TO: Brahman also in work 
on account of repeated mention ( in the 

Sruti). 

25. And as in the case of light etc. 
there is no difference, (so) also between 
Brahman (and its manifestation) in activ- 
ity ; on account of the repeated instruc- 
tion (of the Sruti to that effect). 

The nature of the Jiva and Brahman has been 
described. Now their identity is being explained. 

If according to the last Sutra Brahman is the 
object of meditation and the Jiva is the meditator, it 
means that there is duality, and not the unity of 
Brahman. This Sutra explains it. Even as between 
the sun and its reflection in water etc. there is in 
reality no difference, the image being unreal, so also 
the one Brahman manifests as many in the limiting 
adjuncts of activity like meditation etc. Through 
ignorance the meditating self thinks it is different 
from Brahman; but in reality it is identical with 
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Brahman. T^st it is so is known from repeated 
instruction of the Sruti in texts like, *‘That thou 
art^’, ‘‘I am Brahman’% which deny difference. 

?I«JT fg II li 

Therefore with the Infinite TOT thus ff 

for ftrr^ (the scripture) indicates. 

26. Therefore (the individual soul 
becomes one) with the Infinite ; for thus 
(the scripture) indicates. 

The Jiva attains identity with Brahman on the 
dawning of Knowledge, when ignorance with all its 
limiting adjuncts disappears. ^‘He who knows that 
Supreme Brahman becomes Brahman Itself’’ (Mu. 3. 
2. 9). If the difference were real, then one could not 
become Brahman Itself. Knowledge may destroy 
ignorance, but not what is real. Now, since the Jiva 
becomes Brahman, its individuality was not real, and 
hence it was destroyed by Knowledge, leaving only 
Brahman. So the difference is unreal, the identity 
real. 



On account of both being taught ^ 
but like that between a serpent and its 

coils. 

27. But on account of both (i.e. 
difference and non-difference) being taught 
(by the Sruti) (the relation of the Jiva and 
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Brahman is to be taken) like that between 
a serpent and its coils. 

Having established the identity of the Jiva and 
Brahman, the author proceeds to elucidate it further 
by examining the theory of difference and non- 
difference. In the scriptures we find also texts like, 
^‘Two birds of beautiful plumage” etc. (Mu. 3. 1. 1), 
which speak of difference between the Jiva and 
Brahman. So we have to understand that the differ- 
ence between them prior to Liberation is real, though 
when it is destroyed by Knowledge they attain 
identity. Hence we have to take that their relation 
is one of difference and non-difference, as between a 
serpent and its coils. As a snake it is one but if 
we look at the coils, hood, etc. there is difference. 
Similarly between the Jiva and Brahman there is 
difference as well as non-difference. 

II II 

Like light and its substratum 
or on account of both being luminous. 

28 . Or like (the relation of) light and 
its substratum, on account of both being 
luminous. 

Another example is given to establish the theory 
of difference and non-difference. The relation between 
the Jiva and Brahman may be taken to be like that 
between light and its orb. Both being luminous are 
non-different ; y^t on account of their varying extens- 
ity they are spoken of as different. So is the rela* 
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tion between the Jiva and Brahman one of difference 
and non-differeiice, the one being limited and the 
other all-pervading. 


II II 

As before ^ or. 

29. Or (the relation between the two, 
i.e. Jiva and Brahman) is as given before. 

Having given in the two previous Sutras the view 
of Bhedabhedavadins, the upholders of difference 
and non-differenee, this Sutra refutes it and establish- 
es as the final truth what has been stated in Sutra 25, 
inz, that the difference is merely illusory and non- 
difference is the reality. For if the difference is also 
real, it can never cease to be, and all the instruction 
of the Sruti with respect to Liberation will be useless, 
for bondage is nothing but this idea of separateness, 
and if this is real, there can be no Liberation at all. 
But if the difference is due to ignorance, then Knowl- 
edge can destroy it and the reality, the non-difference 
may be realized. So the views given in Sutras 27 
and 28, which later on were developed by Kumarila 
and Bhaskara, are not correct, and the view given in 
Sutra 25 alone is correct. 

II ^0 II 

On account of the denial ^ and. 

30. And on account of the denial. 
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From the Sruti texts like, *‘There is no other wit- 
ness but He’’ (Brih, 3. 7. 28), which deny that there 
exists any other intelligent being apart from Brahman, 
and from the denial of the world by, ‘‘Not this, not 
this”, it follows that there is no other entity but 
Brahman. Therefore there is only one Brahman 
without any difference whatsoever. 


Topic 7: Brahman is one without a second^ and 
expressions which apparently imply something else as 
existing are only metaphorical. 


tort: 



: I1 II 


Greater than this (Brahman) 

on account of terms denoting a 
bank, measure, connection, and difference. 

31. .(There is something) superior to 
this (Brahman), on account of terms de- 
noting a bank,' measure, connection, and 
difference (used with respect to It). 

To say that there is nothing except Brahman is 
objectionable, for we find that there is something 
besides Brahman on account of Its being designated 
as a bank separating things other than Itself in texts 
like, “That self is a bank, a boundary” etc. (Chh. 8. 
4. 1); as having size and therefore limited in texts 
like, “That Brahman has four feet” (Chh. 8. 18. 2) — 
it is well known that whatever is limited is limited 
by some other object; as being connected with other 
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objects : ‘^The enabadied self when embraced by the 
Supreme Self’* (Brih. 4 , 3. 21), which shows that there 
is something else than Brahman; and as being differ- 
ent : ‘‘The Atman is to be seen,” thereby hinting 
a seer and seen. All these show that Brahmen is not 
one without a second. 

\\ 

^ But on account of similarity. 

32. But (Brahman is called a bank) 
on account of similarity. 

‘But’ refutes the position taken in the previous 
Sutra. There can exist nothing different from Brah- 
man. It is called a bank, not because there exists 
something beyond It, as in the case of a bank, but on 
account of a similarity. The similarity is this : Just 
as a bank keeps back water and marks the boundary 
of adjacent fields, even so Brahman maintains the 
world and its boundaries. “Having passed the bank” 
(Chh. 8 . 4. 2) means, having attained Brahman fully 
and not having crossed it, even as we say he has 
passed in Grammar, meaning thereby that he has 
mastered it. 

II II 

For the sake of easy comprehension 
just like (four) feet. 

33. (Brahman is depicted as having 

22 
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size) for the sake of easy comprehension 
(i.e. Upasana) ; just like four feet. 

The statements as to the size of Brahman, ‘Brah- 
man has four feet’, ‘It has sixteen digits’, etc. are 
meant for the sake of Upasana; for it is difficult to 
comprehend the Infinite, all-pervading Brahman. 
Just as mind conceived as the personal manifestation 
of Brahman is imagined to have the organ of speech, 
nose, eyes, and ears as its four feet, so also Brahman 
is imagined as having size etc. for the sake of 
Upasana, but not in reality. 

II \\i II 

On account of special places R^r«nf^rT 

like light etc. 

34. (The statements about connec- 
tion and difference with respect to Brah- 
man) are on account of special places ; as 
in the case of light etc. 

The statements regarding difference are made 
with reference to limiting adjuncts only and not to 
any difference in Brahman’s nature. We speak of 
light inside a chamber and light outside it, though 
in reality light is one, the distinction being due to 
limiting adjuncts. So also all statements about con- 
nection are made with reference to the removal of 
the adjuncts, when connection with the Supreme Self 
is said to take place metaphorically, even as on the 
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destruction of tlie chamber the light inside it may be 
said to be united with light in general, 

V^W 

From reasoning ^ and. 

35, And it is reasonable. 

This Sutra explains further that connection and 
difference are not to be taken as real, but only meta- 
phorically. The connection of the Jiva with Brahman 
in deep sleep cannot be real. ^^It merges in its Self” 
(Chh. 6. 8. 1), shows that the connection of the soul 
with Brahman is a natural, inherent identity, and not 
as between two things. Similarly the difference 
referred to is not real, but due to ignorance, as can be 
gathered from hundreds of texts. 

II \\ II 

Similarly on account of the express 

denial of all other things. 

36. Similarly on account of the ex- 
press denial of all other things (there is 
nothing but Brahman). 

A further reason is given to show that there is 
nothing but Brahman. “The Self is all this” (Chh. 7. 
25. 2); “All this is Brahman alone” (Mu. 2. 2. 11) 
etc. deny the existence of anything else besides 
Brahman. Therefore Brahman is one without a 
second. 
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31 ^ 



II II 


By this all-pervadingness 

as is known from scriptural statements 
etc. regarding (Brahman’s) extent. 


37. By this (is established) the all- 
pervadingness (of Brahman), as is known 
from scriptural statements etc. regarding 
(Brahman’s) extent. 

This Sutra explains the all-pervadingness of 
Brahman, which follows from the fact that It is one 
without a second. By saying that texts describing 
Brahman as a bank etc. are not to be taken literally, 
and by denying all other things, it is proved that 
Brahman is all-pervading. If they were taken liter- 
ally, then Brahman would be limited and not all- 
pervading and consequently not eternal. That 
Brahman is all-peryading is known from such Sruti 
texts as, “He is omnipresent like ether, and eternal” 
(Sat. Br. 10. 6. 3. 2). See also Gita 2. 24. 


Topic 8: Iswara the giver of the fruits of actions, 

II II 

Fruits of actions from Him for 

that is reasonable. 

38. From Him (the Lord) are the 
fruits of actions ; for that is reasonable. 
Having described the nature of Brahman, the 
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author proceeds now to discuss the view of the 
Mimamsakas, who say that Karma (work) and not 
Iswara. gives the fruits of one’s actions. According 
to them it is useless tc set up an Iswara for this 
purpose, since Karma itself can give that result at 
a future time. 

This Sutra refutes it and says that from Iswara 
alone come the fruits cf one’s work. Karma is in- 
sentient and short-lived, and cannot therefore be 
expected to bestow the fruits of actions at a future 
time according to one’s deserts. We do not see any 
insentient thing bestow fruits on those who worship 
it. Therefore it is only from the Lord, who is wor- 
shipped through actions, that their results proceed. 

II H 

Because the scripture so teaches ^ and. 

39. And because the scripture so 
teaches. 

The scripture declares that the fruits of actions 
come from the Lord. ^‘That great, birthless Self is the 
eater of food and the giver of wealth (the fruit of 
one’s work)” (Brih. 4. 4. 24). 

vm II ao a 

W Religious merits (sage) Jaimini 

for the same reasons- 

40. Jaimini (thinks) for the same 
reasons (viz. scriptural authority and 
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reasoning) that religious merit (is what 
brings about the fruits of actions). 

The view of the previous Sutra is being criticized. 

The scripture enjoins, ^‘He who is desirous of the 
heavenly world is to sacrifice” (Tandy a). Since every 
scriptural injunction has an object^ it is reasonable 
to think that the sacrifice itself produces the fruit. 
But it may be objected that since the deed is des- 
troyed, it cannot produce a result at a future time. 
This is met by the positing of an Apurva or extra- 
ordinary principle, which is produced by the Karma 
before it is destroyed, and through the intervention 
of which the result is produced in the distant future. 
Again, if the deed itself did not produce the result, 
it would be useless to perform it ; and moreover it is 
not reasonable to imagine one cause (the Lord) for 
a great variety of effects. 

g ^T^ranr:, Igsqqtsnrg ii II 

The former the Lord) g but 

Badarayana on account of His being 

declared to be the cause (of the actions even). 

41. But Badarayana (thinks) the 
former (the Lord, as the bestower of the 
fruits of actions) on account of His being 
declared to be the cause (of the actions 
even). 

‘But’ refutes the view of Sutra 40. Both Karma 
and Apurva are insentient, and as such incapable 
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of producing results without the intervention of an 
intelligent principle. For such a phenomenon is not 
experienced in the world. No one gets anything 
by worshipping stocks and stones. So the fruits of 
actions come only from the Lord, and this is all 
the more established, as the Lord Himself causes 
people to act one way or the other; and since the 
Jiva acts as directed by Him, He Himself is the 
bestewer of the fruits of his actions according to his 
deserts. ‘‘He makes hinr^ whom He wishes to lead up 
from these worlds do a good deed’’ etc. (Kau. 3. 8); 
“Whichever divine form a devolee wishes to worship 
. . . and obtains from it the results he desires, as 
ordained by Me” (Gita 7. 21-22). Since the Lord has 
regard for the merit and demerit of the souls, the 
objection that a uniform cause is incapable of pro- 
ducing various effects does not stand. 

In the last four topics the entity ‘That’ has been 
explained. Firstly, Brahman has been shown to be 
formless, self-effulgent, and without difference ; 
secondly, by the denial of manifoldness in It it has 
been established that It is one without a second; and 
lastly, It has been proved to be the giver of the 
fruits of people’s actions in the relative world. Thus 
the two entities ‘thou’ and ‘That’ have been ex- 
plained in these two sections. 



CHAPTER III 


Section hi 

In the last section the two entities ‘thou’ and 
‘That’ of the Vedic dictum (Mahavakya) ‘That thou 
art’ have been explained and shown to be identical. 
Now the scriptures prescribe various meditations that 
help to attain this knowledge of identity. It is not 
possible for the ordinary man to grasp the Infinite. 
Therefore the scriptures present various symbols of 
Brahman such as Prana, Akasa, and mind, for the 
beginner to meditate upon. Sometimes they pre- 
scribe the cosmic form of Brahman (Vaisvanara) for 
meditation. These different methods of approaching 
the infinite Brahman are known as Vidyas or 
Upasanas. 

This section discusses these various Vidyas, by 
means of which the individual soul attains Brahmah. 
In this connection the question naturally ^arises, 
whether similar Vidyas described differently in differ- 
ent recensions of the Vedas are one or different, and 
consequently to be combined into a single meditation 
or separately gone through. Here it is decided which 
Vidyas are the same and have to be combined into 
one, and which Vidyas are different in spite* of cer- 
tain similarities. The principle that is followed 
throughout in the interpretation of these Vidyas is 
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this : Since Brahtnan, which is the only reality, is 
the resulting cogmtioik of all Vidyas, it may be help- 
ful to combine the particulars of the same Vidya 
mentipned in different SakhA.s, since they have been 
found efficacious by the followers ol those Sakhas. 

Topic 1 : The Vidyds ivith identical or cimilar 
fomn met rvith in the scripture^ or in different recen- 
dons of ' the scriptures are one Vidya. 



Described in the various Vedanta 
texts on account of non-difference as 

regards injunction etc- ( /. e. connection, form, and 
name, ) 

1 (The Upasanas) described in the 
various Vedanta texts (are not different), 
on account of the non-difference as regards 
injunction etc. {i.e. connection, form, and 
name). 

There are Upasanas described variously in differ- 
ent Vedtota texts. For example, the Upasaiia of 
Prana is described in one way in the Briliadaran- 
yaka Upanishad and in a different way in the 
Chhandogya. Are such Upasanas, described differ- 
ently in different Sakhas of the Vedas, different or 
same.^ -The opponent holds that they are different, 
on account of the difference in form. This Sutra 
refutes it and says that such meditations are one and 
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the same, on account of the non-difference as regards 
injunction, connection, name, and form of these in 
different Sakhas. Just as on account of the injunc- 
tion in all Sakhas, ‘‘One should perform the Agni- 
hotra’’ etc. (Mai. 6. 36) the daily Agnihotra sacrifice 
is one only, and as Jyotishtoma and Vajapeya 
sacrifices described in different Sakhas are one only, 
so also on account of nbn-difference as regards 
injunction such as, “He who knows the oldest and 
greatest” (Brih. 6. 1. 1.) in both the Brihadaranyaka 
and the Chhandogya Upanishads, the Prana Vidya in 
all the Sakhas is one and the same. Similarly as 
regards the fruit or result of the UpasanS, there is 
non-difference. “He who knows it to be such 
becomes the oldest and greatest” (Brih. 6. 1. 1). 
Prana, which is the object of the meditation, is 
described in both as the oldest and greatest, and 
both the meditations are named Prana Vidya. There- 
fore there being non-difference in all respects, the two 
Vidyas are not different, but one. The same is true 
of Dahara Vidya, Vaisvanara Upasana, Sandilya 
Vidya, etc. described in various Sakhfis. 

sr ii R ii 

On account of difference ^ not if it be 

said if not so even in the same ( Vidya ). 

2. If it be said (that the Vidyas are) 
not (one) on account of difference (in 
minor points), (we reply) not so, since 
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even in the same Vidya (there might be 
such minor differences), 

A further objection is raised that since certain 
differences are seen to exist T7ith respect to the Vidyas 
described in different Sakhas, they cannot be one. 
For example, in the Brhadaranyaka in the Panehagni 
Vidya a sixth fire is mentioned as an object of 
worship : ‘‘The fire becomes his fire’’ (Brih. o. 2. 
14) ; whereas in the Chhandogya we have, “But he 
who knows these five fires” (Chh. 5. 10. 10). There- 
fore on account of difference in form the two Vidyas 
cannot be one. This Sutra refutes it and says that 
they are one, since even in the same Vidya there may 
be differences of form. The five fires like heaven etc. 
mentioned in the Chhandogya are identified in the 
Brihadaranyaka. Therefore there can be no differ- 
ence in Vidya. Nor can the presence or absence of 
a sixth fire create a difference as regards form, for 
in the same Atiratra sacrifice the Shodasi vessel may 
or may not be taken. On the other hand, on account 
of the majority of fires being recognized in both, it is 
reasonable that we should add the sixth fire to the 
Vidya in the Chhandogya. The name ‘five fires’ is 
also no objection against this increase of number, for 
the number five is not an essential part of the 
injunction. Moreover, even in the same Sakha and 
in the same Vidya differences like this are seen in 
different chapters; yet the Vidya described in these 
different chapters is taken on all hands as one. 
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Therefore in spite of these differences in different 
Sakhas it is reasonable that Vidyas of the same class 
are one and not different. 

a ^ a 

Of the study of the Vedas as being 

such f% because in the Samachara { a book of 

that name ) on account of the qualification 

and like that of the ( seven ) oblations ( viz. 
Saurya etc. ) and that rule. 

3. (The rite of carrying fire on the 
head is connected) with the study of the 
Vedas, because in the Samachara (it is 
described) as being such. And (this also 
follows) from its being a qualification (for 
the students of -the Atharva Veda), as is 
the case with tlie (seven) oblations (viz. 
Saurya etc.). 

A further objection is raised. In the Mundaka 
Upanishad, which deals with the knowledge of Brah- 
man, the carrying of fire on the head by the student 
is mentioned. The opponent holds that on account 
of this particular ceremony, which obtains among 
the followers of the Atharva Veda, the Vidya of the 
Atharvanikas is different from all other Vidyas. The 
Sutra refutes this saying that the rite of carrying fire 
on the head is not an attribute of the Vidya, but of 
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the study of the Vedas of the Atharvanikas. So it is 
described in the book Satnachara, which deals with 
Vedic observances. From the following text, 
man who has not performed the rite (viz. carrying 
fire) does not read this” (Mu. 3. 2. 11) also we find it 
is connected with the reading or study of the Upa- 
nishad and not with th^ Vidya. The rite of carrying 
the fire is connected only with the study of that 
particular Veda and not others, like the seven obla- 
tions, which are not connected with the fires taught 
in the other Vedas, but only with those of the Atharva 
Veda. So the unity of Vidyas stands in all cases- 

^ II « II 

Instructs ^ also. 

4. (The scripture) also instructs thus. 

“That which all the Vedas declare” (Kath. 1. 2. 
15) shows that the Nirguna Brahman is the one pur- 
port of all the Vedanta texts. Therefore all Vidyas 
relating to It must also be one. Thus the meditation 
on the Saguna Brahman as Vaisvanara, who is 
represented as extending from heaven to the earth 
in the Brihadaranyaka, is referred to in the 
Chhandogya as something well known : “But he 
who worships that Vaisvanara self as extending from 
heaven to the earth” (Chh. 5. 18. 1), thereby showing 
that all VaiWanara Vidyas are one. Thus since the 
Nirguna or the Saguna Brahman is one and not 
many, therefore particular Vidyas which relate to 
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either of them are also one and not many. This 
also follows from the same hymns and the like 
enjoined in one place being employed in other places 
for the sake of Upasana. The same rule applies to 
other Vidyas also besides the Vaisvanara, and in 
consequence they are not many, though differently 
described in different Sakhas. 

The unity of Vidyas, having been established, 
their results are taken up for discussion. 

Topic 2: Particulars of identical Vidyas men- 
tioned in different places or Sdkhds are to he 
combined into one ineditation. 



Combination since there is no 

difference in the object of meditation like 

the subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice ^ and in 
the Upasanas of the same class. 

5. And in the Upasanas of the same 
class (mentioned in different Sakhas) 
a combination (of all the particulars 
mentioned in all SakhAs is to be made), 
since there is no difference in the object 
of meditation, just as (a combination of) 
all subsidiary rites of a main sacrifice 
(mentioned in different Sakhas is made). 

From what has been discussed in the previous 
Sutras it is clear that the Vidy&s described in differ- 
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ent Sakhas will have to be combined in the XJp&sanS,, 
since their object after all is one. The particulars 
mentioned in other Sakhas than one’s own are also 
efficacious, and as such one has to combine all these, 
even as one does with respect to subsidiary rites like 
Agnibotra, connected with a main sacrifice, men- 
tioned in several Sakhrs. 

Topic S: Vidyds having really different subject- 
matter are separate, though in other respects there 
are similarities, 

51, II ^ II 

There is difference on account of 

( difference in ) texts sfci if it be said ^ not so 
on account of non-difference ( as regards 
essentials). « 

6. If it be said (that the Udgitha 
Vidya of the Brihadaranyaka and that of 
the Chhandogya) are different on account 
of (difference in) texts ; (we say) not so, 
on account of the non-difference (as 
regards essentials). 

This Sutra represents the view of the opponent, 
who tries to establish that the two Vidyas are one. 
“Then they said to this vital force in the mouth, 
‘Chant the tldgitha for us.’ ‘All right’, said the vital 
force and chanted for them’’ (Brih. 1. 3. 7); “Then 
this vital force that is in the mouth— they meditated 
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on the Udgitha as that vital force” (Chh. 

1. 2. 7). It may be objected that they cannot be 
one, because of the difference in texts. But this is 
unacceptable, because there is unity as regards a 
great many points. (For the similarity see texts 
in both.) So on the grounds given in Sutra 3. 3. 1, 
there is unity of Vidyas. 

ST STT, II d II 

^ m Rather not on account of differ- 
ence in subject-matter even as ( the 

meditation on ths Udgitha ) as the highest and 
greatest (Brahman) (is different K 

7. Rather (there is) no (unity of 
Vidyas), on account of the difference in 
subject-matter, even as (the meditation 
on the Udgitha) as the highest and 
greatest (i.e. Brahman) (is different from 
the meditation on the Udgitha as abiding 
in the eye etc.). 

This Sutra refutes the former view and estab- 
lishes that the two Vidyas, in spite of similarity in 
many points, are different on account of difference in 
subject-matter. In the Chhandogya only a part of the 
Udgitha (hymn), the syllable ‘Om’ is meditated upon 
as Prana : ‘‘Let one meditate on the syllable ‘Om^ 
(o^ the Udgitha” (Chh. 1. 1. 1). But in the 



8 . 8 . 8 ] 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


853 


Brihadararyaka the whole Udgitha hymn is meditated 
upon as Ptana. Vide Brih, 1. 8. 2. On account of 
this difference in the object of meditation the two 
V^dyas cannot be one. The case is similar to the 
UpasTana on Udffitha enjoined in, “This is indeed the 
highest and greatest Udgitha’’ (Chh. 1. 9. 2), which 
is different from the one enjoined in the Chhandogya 
1. 0, where the Udgi+ha is meditated upon as abiding 
in the eye and the sun. 

g II ^ n 

On account of the name (being same) if 
cm it has already been answered exists ^ 
but that even. 

8. If on account of the name (of both 
Vidyas being the same, it be said that they 
are one), it has already been answered. 
But even that (identity of name in Vidyas 
admitted to be different) exists. 

Identity of name is no reason for claiming unity 
of VidyaSj since the subject-matter differs. This has 
already been established in the last Sutra. Moreover, 
it is bo;rne out by the scriptures. For example, the 
different sacrifices like Agnihotra, Darsapurnamasa, 
'^c., which all occur in Kathaka, are known as 
ICathakas; or even the Udgitha XJpasanas of Chh. 1. 6 
and Chh. 1. 9. 2 are different Vidyas. 

23 
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Topic 4 ,: Specializing the of the JJdgitha 

Vidyd is apt, as is common to all the Vedas. 

^11 

Because (Om) extends (over the whole of 
the Vedas) and is appropriate. 

9. And because (Om) extends (over 
the whole of the Vedas), (to specialize it 
by the term ‘Udgitha’) is appropriate. 

Since ‘Om’ is common to all the Vedas we have 
to understand which particular ‘Om’ is to be medita- 
ted upon. By specifying that the ‘Om’ which is a 
part of the Udgitha is to be meditated upon, we learn 
that it is the ‘Om’ of the Sama-Veda. “Let one 
meditate on the syllable ‘Om’ (of) the Udgitha” 
(Chh. 1. 1, 1). 

Topic 5 : Unity of the Prana Vidyd, 

II \o II 

€^^Tr[^On account of non-difference everywhere 

in the other places these qualities (are to be 
inserted). 

10. On account of the non-difference 
(of the Vidya) everywhere (i.e. in all the 
texts of the different Sakhas where the 
Prana Vidya occurs) these qualities (men- 
tioned in two of them are to be inserted) 
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in the other places (e.g. the Kaushitaki 
Upanishad). 

In the Chhandogya and Brihadaranyaka Upani- 
shads in the Frana Vidya we find the qualities of 
speech etc. as being richest and so on, are ultimately 
attributed to Prana but not so in the Kaushitaki 
Upanishad, for mstance. The question is whether 
they are to be inserted in the Kaushitaki also, where 
they are not mentioned. The Sutra says that they 
have to be inserted, since the Vidya is the same in 
all the three Upanishads. Attributes of one and the 
same Vidya have to be combined wherever that Vidya 
occurs, although they may not be expressly 
mentioned. 

Topic 6: In all the meditations on Brahman 
yialities like ^Bliss^ etc., which describe Its nature, 
are to be combined into one meditation, and not 
others. 


ii \\ || 

Bliss and other attributes JTfrTO of the 
subject (i. e. Brahman). 

11. Bliss and other attributes (which 
depict the true nature) of the subject (i.e. 
Brahman) (have to be combined from all 
places in the meditation on Brahman). 

Brahman is described as Bliss, Knowledge, all- 
pervading, the self of all, true, etc. in different texts 
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of different Sakhas. All the attributes are not men- 
tioned in all places. Now the question is whether 
they have to be combined in the meditation on Brah- 
man or not. This Sutra says that they have to be 
combined, since the object of meditation (Brahman) 
is one and the same in all Sakhas, and therefore the 
Vidya is one. 



^ II II 


(Qualities like) joy being Its head etc. 
'Wlfn: are not to be taken everywhere 
increase and decrease f? because (are possible) in 
difference. 


12. (Qualities like) joy being Its head 
etc. are not to be taken everywhere, (being 
subject to increase and decrease and) 
increase and decrease (are possible only) 
if there is difference (and not in Brahman 
in which there is non-difference). 

Attributes like joy being Its head etc. mentioned 
in the Taittiriya Upanishad are not to be taken and 
combined in other places where the Upasana of Brah- 
man is enjoined, because the terms ‘joy% ‘satisfac- 
tion’, ‘great satisfaction’, ‘bliss’, etc. indicate qualities 
which have increase and decrease relatively to each 
other and to other experiencers (Jivas), and therefore 
can exist only where there is difference. But Brah- 
man being absolutely without any difference, these 
attributes cannot constitute Its nature, and as such 
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they are to be coTihned to the texts prescribing them 
and not taken in other places, 

II u II 

w? Other attributes <T but on account 

of identity of purport. 

13. But other attributes (like Bliss 
etc. are to be combined) on account of 
identity of purport. 

Attributes like Bliss, Knowledge, all-pervading, 
etc., which describe the nature of Brahman are to be 
combined, for their purport is the one and indivisible, 
unconditioned Brahman. These attributes are men- 
tioned with a view to the knowledge of Brahman and 
not for T'^pasana. 

Topic 7: Kath. 1.3.10-11 simply aims at teach- 
ing that the Self is higher than everything else. 

snWTTJTrqr II II 

For the sake of meditation as 

there is no use. 

14. (Kathaka 1. 3. 10-11 tells about 
the Self only as the highest) for the sake 
of meditation, (and not about the relative 
position of the objects etc.) as there is no 
use of it. 

“Higher than the senses are the objects, higher 



BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[8.8.14 


m 

than the objects there is the mind . . . higher than 
the Self there is nothing, this is the limit, the Supreme 
GoaP’ (Kath. 1. 8. 10-11). The opponent holds that 
these sentences are separate and not one, as referring 
to the Atman alone ; therefore it is the aim of the 
Sruti to teach that the objects are superior to the 
senses, and so on. This Sutra refutes it and says 
that it is one sentence and means that the Atman is 
superior to all these. This information is given for 
the sake of meditation on the Atman, which results 
in the knowledge of It. The Atman alone is to be 
known, for the knowledge of It gives Freedom. But 
the knowledge of the fact that objects are superior 
to the senses and so on, serves no useful purpose, and 
as such it is not the aim of the Sruti to teach this. 

'^T^TO^TcT On account of the word ‘Self’ ^ and. 

15. And on account of the word 
‘Self. 

The view established in the last Sutra is confirm- 
ed by the fact that the subject of the discussion is 
called the Self. ‘^That Self is hidden in all beings 
and does not shine forth” (Kath. 1. 3. 12), thereby 
hinting that the other things are non-Self. But the 
enumeration of the series is not altogether useless, 
inasmuch as it helps to turn the mind, which is out- 
going, gradually towards the Atman, which is hard 
to realize without deep meditation. 
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Topic H: The. self referred to in Ait, 1, 1 is the 
Supreme Self akiT consequently the attributes of the 
Self given in other places are to he included in this 
Aitareyaha meditation, 

II \\ II 

The Siipreme Self is meant as in 

otlier texts (dealing with creation) on account 

of the subsequent qualification. 

16. (In the Aitareya Upanishad 1.1) 
the Supreme Self is meant, as in other texts 
(dealing with creation), on account of the 
subsequent qualification. 

‘^Verily in the beginning all this was the Self, 
one only; there was nothing else whatsoever’’ etc. 
(Ait. 1.1.). Does the word ‘Self’ here refer to the 
Supreme Self or to Hiranyagarbha ? It refers to the 
Supreme Self, even as the word ‘Self’ in other texts 
dealing with creation refers to It and not to Hiranya- 
garbha : “From the Self sprang forth ether” 
(Taitt. 2. 1). Why? Because in the subsequent 
text of the Aiteraya we have, “It thought, ‘Shall I 
send forth worlds?’ It sent forth these worlds” 
(Ait. 1. 1-2). This qualification, viz, that ‘It thought’ 
before creation, is applied to Brahman in the primary 
sense in other Sruti texts. So from this we learn 
that the Self refers to the Supreme Self and not to 
Hiranyagarbha, 
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Because of the context if it be said 

V s 

it might be so on account of the definite 

statement. 

17. If it be said that because of the 
context (the Supreme Self is not meant, 
but Hiranyagarbha), (we reply that) it is 
so (i.e. the Supreme Self is meant) on 
account of the definite statement (that the 
Atman alone existed at the beginning). 

In the Aitareya Upanishad 1. 1 the Self is said 
to have created the four worlds. But in the Taittiriya 
and other texts the Self creates ether, water, etc, — 
the five elements. Now it is well known that crea- 
tion of the worlds is by Hiranyagarbha with the help 
of the elements created by the Supreme Self. So the 
Self in the Aitareya cannot mean the Supreme Self but 
Hiranyagarbha. The Sutra refutes it and says that 
on account of the statement, ‘‘Verily in the beginning 
all this was the Self, one only’^ (Ait. 1. 1), which 
declares that there was one only without a second, it 
can only refer to the Supreme Self and not to Hira- 
nyagarbha. Therefore we have to take that the 
Supreme Self after creating elements as described in 
other Sfikhas created the four worlds. 

The object of Sutras 16 and 17 in establishing 
that the Supreme Self is meant is that the attributes 



3.8J8] 


BFAHMA-SUTRAS 


861 


of the Supreme Self given in other places are to be 
combined in the Aitareyaka meditation. 

Topic 0 : Rinsing thr mouth is not enjoined in 
the Prana Vidyd, hut only thinking the water as the 
dress of Prana. 

II II 

On account of being a restatement of 
an act (already enjoined by the Smriti) what 

has not been so enjoined elsewhere. 

18. On account of (the rinsing of the 
mouth with water referred to in the Prana 
Vidya) being a restatement of an act 
(already enjoined by the Smriti), what 
has not been so enjoined elsewhere (is 
here enjoined by the Sruti). 

In the Chhandogya 5. 2. 2, and the Brihadaran- 
yaka 6 . 1. 14 we find a reference to the rinsing of the 
mouth with water before and after a meal, thinking 
that thereby Prana is dressed. The question is 
whether the Sruti enjoins both or only the latter. 
The Sutra states that since the former, the act of 
rinsing, is already enjoined on every one by the 
Smriti, the latter act of thinking the water as the 
dress of Prana is alone enjoined by the Sruti. 
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Topic 10: Vidyds in the same Sakha which are 
identical or similar have to he combined, fvr they 
are one. 


31^^ II U II 

In the same Sakha (it is) like this 
also account of non-difference. 

19. In the same Sakha also (it is) like 
this {i.e. there is unity of Vidya), on 
account of the non-difference (of the object 
of meditation). 

In the Agnirahasya in the Vajasaneyi Sakha 
there is a Vidya called Sandilya Vidya, in which 
occurs the passage, ‘‘Let him meditate on the Self 
which consists of mind’’ etc. (Sat. Br. Madhy. 10. 
6. 3. 2). Again in- the Brihadaranyaka, which belongs 
to the same Sakha we have, “This Being identified 
with the mind” etc. (Brih. 5. 6. 1). Do these two 
passages form one Vidya, in which the particulars 
mentioned in either text are to be combined, or are 
they different Vidyas ? The Sutra says that they are 
one Vidya, since the object of meditation in both 
cases is the Self consisting of mind. The rule as 
regards the combining of particulars of a similar Vidya 
in the same Sakha is the same as in the case of such 
Vidyas occurring in different Sakhas. Therefore the 
Sandilya Vidya is one. 
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Topic 11: The nmnes *Ahar* and *Aham* of the 
Supre7ne Brahmav as abiding in the sun and in the 
right eye respectively, given in Brih. 5. 5. 1-2, cannot 
he combined, as these are two separate Vidyds. 

n ro h 

On account of the connection like this 
in other cases also. 

20. In other cases also {e.g. in the 
Vidya of the Satya Brahman) on account 
of the connection {i.e. the object of the 
meditation being the Satya Brahman) (we 
have to combine particulars) like this {i.e. 
as in the Sdndilya Vidya). 

This Sutra sets forth the view of the opponent. 
‘‘Satya is Brahman. . . , That which is Satya is that 
sun — the being who is in that orb and the being who 
is in the right eye” (Brih, 5. 5. 1-2). This gives the 
abode of the Satya Brahman with respect to the gods 
and the body, and two secret names of the Satya 
Brahman are also taught in connection with these 
abodes; the former is ‘Ahar’ and the latter ‘Aham’. 
Now on the analogy of the Sandilya Vidya, since the 
object of meditation is one, viz, the Satya Brahman, 
we must combine the particulars. Therefore both 
the names ‘Ahar^ and ‘Aham* have to be combined 
with respect to Satya Brahman. 
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Sf II II 

•T 5fT Rather not on account of difference. 

21. Rather not (so) on account of the 
difference (of abode). 

This Sutra refutes the view of the previous Sutra. 
Though the Vidya is one, still owing to difference in 
abodes the object of meditation becomes different; 
hence the different names. Therefore these cannot 
be exchanged or combined. 

gr II RR II 

(The scripture) declares ^ also. 

22. (The scripture) also declares 
(that). 

The scripture distinctly states that the attributes 
are not to be combined, but kept apart ; for it 
compares the two persons, the person in the sim and 
in the right eye. If it wanted the particulars to be 
combined, it would not institute such a comparison. 

Topic 12: Attributes of Brahman mentioned in 
Randy aniya-khila are not to he taken into considera- 
tion in other Brahma Vidyds e.g, the Sdndilya Vidyd, 
as the former is an independent Vidyd on account 
of the difference of Brahmanh abode. 

sEn?i: II II 

Supporting (the universe) pervading 
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the sky also ^ and for the same reason (as 
in the previous Sutra). 

23. For the same reason (as in the 
previous Sutra) the supporting (of the 
universe) and pervading of the sky (attri- 
buted to Brahman in the Ranayaniya- 
khila) also (are not to be included in other 
Upasanas of Brahman). 

In a supplementary text of the Ranayaniyas 
there occurs the passage, ^‘The powers, which were 
collected together, were preceded by Brahman; the 
pre-existent Brahman in the beginning pervaded the 
whole sky.” Now these two qualities of Brahman 
are not to be included in other places treating of 
Brahma Vidya for the same reason as is given in 
the last Sutra, iriz, difference of abode. Moreover, 
these qualities and those mentioned in other Vidyas 
like the Sandilya Vidya are of such a nature as to 
exclude each other, and are not suggestive of each 
other. The mere fact of certain Vidyas being con- 
nected with Brahman does not constitute their unity. 
Brahman, though one, is, on account of its plurality 
of powers, meiditated upon in manifold ways. The 
conclusion therefore is that the Upasana referred 
to in this Sutra is an independent Vidya standing 
by itself. 
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Topic IS: The Purusha Vidyd in the Chhdndogya 
and the Taittiriya are not one. 




11 II 


As in the Purusha Vidya (of the 
Chhandogya) and of the others not 

being mentioned (in the Taittiriya). 


24. And (since the qualities) as (men- 
tioned) in the Purusha Vidya (of the 
Chhandogya) are not mentioned (in that) 
of the others (i.e. in the Taittiriya) (the 
two Purusha Vidyas are not one). 


In the last Sutra the Vidyas were held to be 
different as there was no recognition of the funda- 
mental attribute of the one Vidya in the other. This 
Sutra cites an example where such a fundamental 
attribute occurs in both. On this ground the 
opponent argues that the two Vidyas are one. In 
the Chhandogya there is a Vidya about man in 
which he is identified with the sacrifice : “Man is 


the sacrifice.’’ In the Taittiriya Aranyaka (10. 64) 
also oc|Jurs a similar Vidya where man is so 
identifiea : “For him who knows thus, the self of 
the sacrifice is the sacrificer” etc. The fundamental 


attribute referred to is that man is identified with 


sacrifice in both. This Sutra says that in spite of 
this, the two Vidyas are not one, for the details 
differ. Moreover, the result of the Vidya in the 
Taittiriya is the attainment of the greatness of 
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Brahmun, while that ol the Chhandogya is long life. 
Therefore the two Vidyas are separate, and there can 
be no combination of particulars in the two places. 

Topic IJi,: Detached Mantras like ‘^Pierce the 
whole (body of the enemy etc, and sacrifices 
mentioned at the heginmnff of certain Upanishnds 
do not form part of the Brahma Vidyd inculcated 
in the Upanishads. 

(I It 

Piercing etc. because they have a 

different meaning. 

25. (Certain Mantras relating to) 
piercing etc. (are not part of the Vidyas 
though mentioned near by) because they 
have a different meaning. 

At the beginning of the Upanishad of the 
Atharvanikas we have, ‘‘Pierce the whole (body of 
the enemy), pierce his heart” etc. Similarly at the 
beginning of other Upanishads of other Sakhas we 
have Mantras. The question is, wheth^ these 
Mantras and the sacrifices referred to in the 
Brahmanas in close proximity to the Upanishads are 
to be combined with the Vidyas prescribed by these 
Upanishads. The Sutra says that they are not to 
be combined, for their meaning is different, inasmuch 
as they indicate acts of a sacrifice and therefore have 
no connection with the Vidy&s. The piercing, for 
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example, is connected with some ceremony to destroy 
one’s enemy. 


Topic 15: The statement made in one of the 
texts that the good and evil deeds of a person who 
has attained Knowledge go to his friends and enemies 
respectively, is valid for all texts where discarding of 
good and, evil Karma by such a person is mentioned. 




511^11 \\ II 


Where )only) the discarding (of good and 
evil) is mentioned g but on account 

of the word ‘receiving’ being supplementary (to the 
word ‘discarding’) as in the case 

of Kusas (sticks for keeping count of hymns) 
metres, praise, and recitation ?ffT that has been 
stated (by Jaimini). 

26 . But where (only) the discarding 
(of good and evil) is mentioned, (the 
receiving of this good and evil by others 
has to be included), on account of this word 
‘receiving’ being supplementary (to the 
word ‘discarding’), as in the case of Kusas, 
metres, praise, and recitation. That {viz. 
that it should be so done) has been stated 
(by Jaimini in Purva Mimamsa). 

Having dealt with the combination of particulars 
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with respect to similar Vidyas, the author now pro- 
ceeds to deal with the combination of the effects 
with respect to the Upasaka. 

Jaimini has said that statements with respect to 
Kusas, metres, praise, and hymns have to be com- 
pleted from other texts. In some places Kusas are 
simply mentioned, but another text specifies that 
they are to be made of fig wood. The first Sruti 
will have to be completed in the light of the other. 
Similarly with respect to metres, ])raise, and recita- 
tion. This principle is here applied to the effects 
of the Upasaka ’s actions in connection with the 
Vidyas mentioned in the Upanishads. We find 
certain texts mention the discarding of good and 
evil by a person attaining Knowledge. Vide Chh* 
8. 33. Another text not only mentions this, but also 
adds that the good and evil are obtained by his 
friends and enemies respectively. Vide Kau. 1. 4. 
This Sutra says that the obtaining of the good and 
evil by his friends and enemies has to be inserted 
in the Chhandogya text, according to Jaimini’s 
principle explained above. 

This Sutra may also be explained in another 
way if the discussion on ‘discarding’ is different. 
It may be argued that the verb ‘Dhu’ in the text 
of the Chhandogya and Kaushitaki may be inter- 
preted as trembling and not as getting rid of, in 
which case it would mean that good and evil still 
cling to a person who attains Knowledge, though 
their effects are retarded owing to the Knowledge. 

24 
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This Sutra says that such a meaning is not 
correct, for the subsequent portion of the text in the 
Kaushitaki shows that others get this good and evil, 
and this is not possible unless the person who attains 
Knowledge discards them. 

Topic 16: The discarding of good and evil by 
the knower of Brahman takes place at the time of 
death and not on his xvay to Brahrnaloka. 

^ ll ii 

At the time of death there 

being nothing to be attained so also h for 
others. 

• 

27. (He who attains Knowledge gets 
rid of his good and evil works) at the time 
of death, there being nothing to be obtain- 
ed (by him on the way to Brahmaloka 
through works) ; for other texts also say 
so. 

The question is raised as to when the individual 
soul gets rid of the effects of its good and evil works. 
‘‘He comes to the river Viraja and crosses it by the 
mind alone, and there he shakes off good and eviP^ 
(Kau. 1. 4). On the basis of this text the opponent 
holds that the effects are got rid of on the way to 
Brahmaloka and not at the time of death. This 
Sutra refutes it and says that the man of realization 
gets rid of them at the time of death. The Sanchita 
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and A^ami Karmr. (work) is destroyed with Know» 
ledge and the Prarabdlia is destroyed at death. So 
at the time of death he is rid of all efiects of his 
good and evil deeds. The reasons for this conclu- 
sion are : On the way to Brahmaloka, the destina- 
tion of the knower of Brahman, it is not possible 
to discard good and evi! effects for then the soul 
has no gross body, and so cannot piactise any 
Sadhana that will destroy them. Nor does the soul 
experience anything on the way, for which one would 
have to admit the persistence of good and evil till 
then. Rather they are destroyed by the Vidya 
practised by the aspirant before he leaves the body. 
The scripture also says, ‘‘Having shaken off his evil 
as a horse shakes off his hairs” etc. (Chh. 8, 13. 1). 
Moreover, it is not possible to cross the river Viraja 
unless one is free from all good and evil. Therefore 
we have to take it that all the good and evil are 
discarded at the time of death and the Kaushitaki 
text has to be explained accordingly. 

II II 

According to his liking on 

account of there being harmony between the two. 

28 . (The interpretation that the 
individual soul practising Sadhana) ac- 
cording to his liking (gets rid of good and 
evil while living, is reasonable) on account 
of there being harmony (in that case) 
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between the two {viz. cause and effect as 
well as between the Chhandogya and 
another Sruti). 

Since the individual soul attains Brahman after 
death as a result of the Vidya, why not understand 
that the getting rid of good and evil, the result of 
the Vidya, is also attained after death? Not so, 
for it is possible to practise Sadhana to one’s liking 
only during one’s life time, and from Sadhana alone 
results the destruction of good and evil. And it is 
not reasonable to say that the cause being there, 
the effect is delayed till some time after death. 
Therefore there is harmony between the texts quoted 
above. The attainment of Brahmaloka is not pos- 
sible so long as there is a body, but there is no such 
difficulty about the shaking off of good and evil. 

Topic 17: The knoiver oj the Saeima Brahman 
alone goes hy the^path of the gods after death and 
not the knoxver of the Nirgvna Brahman, 

Of the soul’s journey (after death) along the 
path of the gods utility Bwn in two ways 

otherwise for a contradiction. 

29 . (The soul’s) journey along the 
path of the gods is applicable in two ways 
(i.e. differently), for otherwise (there would 
result) a contradiction. 
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A question is raised that just as the getting rid 
of good and evil understood as being fallowed by 
their acceptance by others, so also the journey after 
death along the Devayana, the path of the gods, 
which is sometimes mentioned as following the dis- 
carding of good and evil, is common to all Upasakas, 
those of the Nirguna as well as the Saguna Brahman. 
This Sutra says that it is true only of the worshipper 
of the Saguna Brahman, for Brahmaloka being 
located elsewhere in space, the journey has a mean- 
ing in his case only. But the knowledge which 
results from absorption in the Nirguna Brahman 
is merely the destruction of ignorance. So what 
meaning has journey for such a person. If the 
journey applies to him also, then it would contradict 
Sruti texts like, ‘^Shaking off good and evil, free 
from passions, he reaches the Highest Unity” (Mu. 
8. 1. 3). How can one who has become Brahman, 
the pure, the one without movement, go to another 
place by Devayana. Since he has already attained 
his goal, viz, unity, the journey along the Devayana 
is meaningless for him. Therefore the worshipper 
of the Saguna Brahman alone goes by the Devayana. 

II || 

Is reasonable for the char- 

acteristics which render such journey possible are 
seen as iii the world. 

30 . (The differentiation mentioned 
above) is reasonable, for the characteristics 
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which render such a journey possible are 
seen (in the case of Saguna Upasana but 
not in that of Nirguna Upasana) ; as (is 
seen) in the world. 

The differentiation between the paths of the 
worshippers of the Saguna and Nirguna Brahman 
is reasonable, because the characteristics or reasons 
for such a journey of the worshipper of the Saguna 
Brahman, are seen in the Vidya described in the 
Kaushitaki Upanishad. For the texts mention 
certain results which can be attained by the wor- 
shipper only by going to different places, such as 
mounting the couch and holding conversation with 
Brahman. But with perfect Knowledge or destruc- 
tion of ignorance, which results from Nirguna 
Upasana, no purpose is served by such a journey. 
The distinction is analogous to what is seen in the 
world. To reach a village we have to go by the 
path which leads to it. But no such journey is 
required to get rid of our illness. 

Topic 18 : All the worshippers of the Saguna 
Brahman go after death by the path of the gods to 
Brahmaloka, and not merely those who know the 
Panchdgni Vidya etc., wherein such a path is 
specifically mentioned. 

li il 

(There is) no restriction (Devayana 
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applies equally) to all (Vidyas of the Saguna Brah- 
man) there is non-contradiction 

as is seen from the Sruti and Smriti. 

31 . (The passage of the soul by the 
path of the gods) is not restricted (only to 
certain Vidyas of the Saguna Brahman) ; 
(it applies equally) to all (Vidyas of the 
Saguna Brahman). There is no contra- 
diction, as is seen from the Sruti and 
Smriti. 

In the Panchagni Vidya ol the Chhandogya the 
result of such a meditation is said to be the passage 
after death to Brahmaloka by the path of the gods 
(Devayana). But such a result is not explicitly 
stated in the case of the Vaisvanara Vidya. The 
question is whether through this Vidya also one 
goes after death along the Devayana or not. This 
Sutra says that all worshippers of the Saguna 
Brahman, whatever their Vidyas, go after death by 
this path. For so it is seen from the Sruti 
and Smriti. ^‘Those who meditate thus (through 
Panchagni Vidya) and also those who meditate in 
the forest endowed with Sraddha and Tapas go by 
the path of the gods” (Chh. 5. 10. 1). This text 
clearly shows that those who meditate upon these 
five fires, and those dwellers in the forest who, 
endowed with faith and austerity, worship the Saguna 
Brahman through any other Vidya, both go by the 
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path of the gods. For the support of this view by 
the Smriti see Git& 8. 26. 

Topic 19: Perfected souls way he reborn for the 
fulfilment of some divine mission. 

So long as the mission is not fulfilled 
^^%rcr: (there is corporeal) existence of 

those who have a mission to fulfil. 

32. Of those who have a mission to 
fulfil (there is corporeal) existence, so long 
as the mission is not fulfilled. 

Rishi Apantaratama was born again as Vyasa. 
Sanatkumara was born as Skanda. So also other 
Rishis like Vasishtha and Narada were born again. 
Now these Rishis had attained the knowledge of 
Brahman, and yet they had to be reborn. If that 
is so, what is the utility of such knowledge of 
Brahman? — says the opponent. This Sutra refutes 
it and says that ordinarily a person after attaining 
Knowledge is not reborn. But the case of those 
who have a divine mission to fulfil is different. 
Those perfected sages have one or more births until 
their mission is fulfilled, after which they are not 
born again. But then they never come under the 
sway of ignorance although they may be reborn. 
Their case is analogous to that of a Jivanmukta, who 
even after attaining Knowledge continues his corpo- 
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real existence as long as the Prarabdha Karma lasts. 
The divine mission of these people is comparable to 
the Prarabdha Karma. 

Topic 20: The negative attributes of Brahman 
mentioned in various texts are to be combined 
in all meditations on Brahman, 

\\ II 

Of the conceptions of the (negative) 
attributes of the Immutable (Brahman) 5 but 
combination on account of the similar- 

ity (of defining Brahman through denials) and 
the object (viz. Immutable Brahman) being the 
same as in the case of the Upasad (offerings) 

tPI it has been said (by .Taimini). 

83. But the conceptions of the (nega- 
tive) attributes of the Immutable (Brah- 
man) are to be combined (from different 
texts where the Immutable Brahman is 
treated, in all meditations on the Immut- 
able Brahman, as they form one Vidya), 
on account of the similarity (of defining 
the Immutable Brahman through denials) 
and the object (the Immutable Brahman) 
being the same, as in the case of the 
Upasad (offerings). It has been said (by 
Jaimini in Purva Mimamsa). 
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‘‘O Gargi, the knowers of Brahman say this 
Immutable (Brahman) is that. It is neither gross 
nor minute, neither short nor long’’ etc. (Brih. 
3. 8. 8). Again we have, ‘‘The supreme knowledge is 
that by which the Immutable (Brahman) is attained. 
That which is imperceivable, ungraspable” etc. 
(Mu. 1, 1. 5-6). The question is whether the negative 
attributes in these two texts are to be combined so 
as to form one Vidya, or they are to be treated as 
two separate Vidyas. The opponent holds that these 
attributes do not directly specify the nature of 
Brahman like the positive attributes, bliss, truth, etc., 
and so the principle established in Sutra 8. 8. 11 
does not apply here, for no purpose is served by 
such a combination. So each denial is valid only 
for the text in which it occurs and not for other 
places. This the Sutra refutes and says that such 
denials are to be combined, for the method of 
teaching Brahman through denial is the same, and 
the object of instruction is also the same, viz, the 
Immutable Brahman. The rule of Sutra 8. 3. 11 
applies here also, though there we were concerned 
with positive attributes and here with negative 
attributes which teach Brahman by an indirect 
method. The case is analogous to the Upasad 
offerings. The Mantras for giving these offerings are 
found only in the Sama-Veda. But the priests of 
the Yajur-Veda use this Mantra given in the other 
Veda. This principle is decided by Jaimini in Purva 
Mim5msa. Similarly here also in the meditation on 
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the Immutable {Brahman) the negative attributes 
have to be combined. 

Topic 21: Mundaka 3,1,1 and Katha 1,3,1 
jomi one Vidyd, 

ti It 

On account of describing as this 

much. 

34. Because (the same thing) is de- 
scribed as such and such. 

“Two birds of beautifuJ plumage . . . one of 
them eats the sweet and bitter fruits thereof, the 
other witnesses without eating^’ (Mu. 3. 1. 1). Again 
we have, “There are the two . . . enjoying the results 
of their good deeds^^ etc. (Kath. 1. 8. 1). In these 
two texts do we have two different Vidyas, or one 
only ? The opponent holds that these are two 
Vidyas, for unlike the meditation on the Immutable, 
where the object of meditation was one, as shown 
in the previous Sutra, here there are different objects 
of meditation. That it is so is clear, for of the texts 
cited above, the Mundaka text says only one eats 
the fruit, while the other does not ; in Katha, 
however, both of them enjoy the results of their 
good actions. So the object of meditation is not 
identical. The Sutra refutes it and says that they 
form one Vidya, for both describe the same Lord 
as existing thus and thus, i,e, in the form of the 
Jiva. In other words, the object of the two texts 
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is to teach about the Supreme Brahman and show 
the identity of the Jiva and Brahman. It has been 
explained in 1. 2. 11 that the Supreme Lord does not 
actually enjoy the fruits of actions, but is said to 
do so because of His being mentioned along with 
the Jiva, which does, as when we say, ‘The men 
with the umbrella’, where only one of them has 
the umbrella. Therefore the object of the medita- 
tion being one, the Vidyas are also one. 

Topic 22: Brihaddranyaka and S.5.1 

constitute one Vidyd. 

II II 

As being innermost of all as in the 

case of the elements ( teaching) of the same 

Self. 

35. The same Self (is taught) as 
being the innermost of all, as in the case 
of the elements. 

In the Brihadaranyaka we find Ushasta question- 
ing Yajnavalkya thus : “Explain to me the Brahman 
that is immediate and direct — the self that is within 
all”; and Yajnavalkya replies ; “That which breathes 
through Prana is your self, that is within all” 
(Brih. 3. 4. 1). In the same Upanishad 8. 5. 1, to the 
same question put by Kahola, Y&jnavalkya replies : 
“That which transcends hunger and thirst, grief and 
delusion, decay and death. Knowing this very Self” 
etc. The opponent holds that these two are separate 



BBAHMA.SmmS 


881 


Vidy&s, because the answers given being different, 
the objects referred to must be different. The Sutra 
refutes this and says that the object is one, the 
Supreme Self, for it is impossible to conceive two 
Selves being simultaneously innermost of all in the 
same body, even as none of the five elements 
constituting the body can be the innermost of all 
in the true sense of the term, though relatively one 
element can be inside another. Similarly one Self 
alone can be the innermost of all. Therefore the 
same Self is taught in both the answers. 

sr, 

II II 

Otherwise the repetition cannot 

be accounted for if it be said ^ not so 

^^glike another instruction (in the Chhandogya). 

36. If it be said (that the two Vidyas 
are separate, for) otherwise the repetition 
cannot be accounted for, (we say) not so ; 
(it is) like (the repetition) in another 
instruction (in the Chhandogya). 

An objection is raised that unless the two texts 
refer to two different Selves, the repetition of the 
same subject would be meaningless. This Sutra says 
that it is not like that. The repetition has a 
significance. It is intended to make the student 
understand the subject more convincingly from 
different angles, and so the repetition does not 
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justify us to take that two different Selves are taught 
here, even as the repetition of the teaching ‘Thou 
art That’ nine times does not entitle us to take the 
whole teaching in the Chhandogya as more than one 
Vidya. The difference in answer is due to the fact 
that the second answer tells something special about 
the Self. In the first it is taught that the Self is 
different from the body; in the second, that It is 
beyond relative attributes. 

Topic 23: The Sruti enjoins reciprocal meditation 
in Ait. Ar, 2. 2. 4* 0 and not merely one way. 

ii ii 

Reciprocity (of meditations) (the 

scriptures) prescribe (this) f% for as in other 

cases. 

37. (There is) reciprocity (of medita- 
tion), for the; scriptures prescribe this, as 
in other cases. 

In the Aitareya Aranyaka we have, “What I 
am, that He is; what He is, that am I” (2. 2. 4. 6). 
The question here is whether the meditation is to 
be of a reciprocal nature, i.e. identifying the wor- 
shipper with the being in the sun, and then, inversely, 
identifying the being in the sun with the worshipper ; 
or only in the first named way. The opponent holds 
that the meditation is to be one way only and not in 
the reverse way also. For the first meditation has 
a meaning, inasmuch as it raises the Jiva to the 
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level of Brahjnani but lowering Brahman to the 
Jiva state is meaningless. The present Sutra refutes 
this view and says that the meditation is to be 
both ways, for otherwise such a statement would 
be useless. Sruti expressly prescribes the reverse 
meditation, even as it prescribes elsewhere that the 
Lord is to be meditated upon as having true 
determination (Satya Sankalpa) and so on. This 
is not lowering Brahman, since He who has no body 
can be worshipped even as possessing a form. 

Topic Brihaddranyaka 5. 4 . 1 and 5. 5. 2 
treat of one Vidyd about Satya Brahinan. 

^ ^ II II 

^ The same (Satya-Vidya) because 
(attributes like) Satya etc. 

38. The same (Satya-Vidya is taught 
in both places), because (attributes like) 
Satya etc. (are seen in both places). 

In the Brihadaranyaka 5. 4. 1 we have, “He who 
knows this great, adorable, first born (being) as the 
Satya Brahman, conquers these worlds.’^ Again in 
5. 5. 2 we have, “That which is Satya is that sun — 
the being who is in that orb and the being who is in 
the right eye ... he destroys evils.’’ Are these two 
Satya-Vidyas one or different } The Sutra says that 
they are one, inasmuch as the second text refers to 
the Satya of the earlier text by saying, “That which 
is Satya’’ etc. But it may be said that the result of 
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these two meditations is different, as is seen from the 
texts : In the first it is said that such a person 
conquers these worlds, and in the second, that ht 
destroys evils. In reality, however, there is only one 
result in both cases, and the mention of result in the 
latter case is merely by way of praise of the further 
instruction given about Satya. 

Topic 25: Attributes mentioned in Chh, 8. 1. 1 
and Brih. 4- 4* he combined on account of a 

number of common features in both the texts. 

(True) desire etc. in the other TO 

(those mentioned) in the other and '«nTO*TTf^^: on 
account of the abode etc. 

39. (Qualities like true) desire etc. 
(mentioned in the Chhandogya are to be 
inserted) in the other (i.e. in the Brihad- 
aranyaka) and (those mentioned) in the 
other (i.e. in the Brihadaranyaka are also 
to be inserted in the Chhandogya), on 
account of the abode etc. (being the same 
in both). 

In the Chhandogya 8. 1. 1 we have, “There is the 
city of Brahman and in it the palace-like lotus and 
in that the small ether . . . That is the Self” etc. 
Again in the Brihadaranyaka 4. 4. 22 we have, “That 
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great birthless^ Self 'which is identified with the 
intellect . . . lies' in the ether that is within the 
ileart.’’ The question is whether the two constitute 
one Vidya and hence the particulars are to be com- 
bined, or not. The Sutra says that they form one 
Vidya, and the qualities mentioned in each are to be 
combined in the other, lor many points are common 
to both. There is the same abode, the same Lord is 
the object of meditation, and sc on. There is, how- 
ever, one difference between the two texts. The 
Chhandogya treats of the Saguna Brahman while the 
Brihadaraiiyaka treats of the Nirguna Brahman. 
But then as the Saguna Brahman is in reality one 
with the Nirguna, this Sutra prescribes combination 
of qualities for glorifying Brahman, and not for the 
purpose of Upasana. 

Topic 26: Prdn4gnihotra need not he observed 
on days of fast. 

II «o II 

On account of the respect shown 
there can be no omission. 

40. On account of the respect shown 
(to the Pranagnihotra by the Sruti) there 
can be no omission (of this act). 

This Sutra gives the view of the opponent. 

In the Vaisvanara Vidya of the Chhandogya the 
Up^saka, before he takes his meals is asked first to 
25 
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offer food to each of the Pranas, saying, “To Prana 
I offer this.” The Sruti attaches such importance to 
this Pranagnihotra that it enjoins food to be offered 
to the Pranas even before entertaining guests, whom 
all Hindus are supposed to attend before they take 
any food. The question is whether this Pranagnihotra 
is to be observed even on days of fasting. This Sutra 
says that there should be no omission of it, and so it 
must be observed even on fast days by sipping at 
least a few drops of water, since the Sruti attaches 
such importance to it. 

ii aui 

When food is served ^ci; from that 
^’^Jncffor so (the Sruti) declares. 

41. When food is served, from that 
(the Pranagnihotra is to be performed), 
for so (the Sruti) declares. 

This refutes the view expressed in the last Sutra 
and says that the Pranagnihotra need not be perform- 
ed on fasting days, for the Sruti says, “Therefore the 
first food which comes is meant for Homa. And he 
who offers that first oblation should offer it to Prana, 
saying Svaha” (Chh. 5. 19. 1). The importance 
given by the Sruti is only to the effect that the first 
portion of the food, on those days when it is taken, 
should be offered to the Pranas, and not that it should 
be observed even on fasting days 
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Topic 27: UpdsaMs mentioned in connection with 
certain sacrifices are not parts of them and hence 
are not inseparably connected with them, 

U 

No rule about the inviolability 
of that : that being seen (from the Sruti) 
separate ff for non-obstruction result, 

42. There is no rule about the inviola- 
bility of that (ix. Upasanas connected 
with certain sacrifices) ; that is seen (from 
the Sruti itself) ; for a separate effect 
(belongs to the Upasanas), viz. non-ob- 
struction (of the results of the sacrifice). 

The question whether certain Upasanas mention- 
ed with some sacrifices are part of those sacrifices and 
therefore inseparably connected with them, is taken 
up for discussion. This Sutra says that such 
Upasanas do not form a part of the sacrifice, for 
there is no rule as to their inseparability. On the 
other hand the scripture clearly says that the sacrifice 
can be performed with or without them. “Therefore 
both he who knows this, and he who does not, per- 
form the sacrifice” (Chh. 1. 1. 10). See also Chh. 1. 
10. 9. The Sruti, moreover, mentions a separate 
effect of the Upasanas apart from that of the sacrifice, 
viz, the non-obstruction {i,e, enhancement) of the 
results of the sacrifice. “The sacrifice which a man 
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performs with knowledge etc. is more powerful*’ 
(Chh. 1. 1. 10). It means that the original sacrifice 
would have got its own results, but the Up^sana 
enhances those results. So the results of the sacrifice 
with or without the Upasana are different. There- 
fore the Upasana does not form part of the sacrifice, 
and hence may or may not be performed according 
to the pleasure of the sacrificer. Non-obstruction 
may be explained thus : The sacrifice without the 
Upasana would have had the prescribed results, but 
the Upasana prevents any obstruction to those results. 
This, however, does not make it a part of the sacri- 
fice. Sometimes the results of the sacrifice are 
delayed owing to the intervention of any bad Karma 
of the sacrificer, but the Upasana destroys the effect 
of that, and the results are attained earlier. Here, 
however, the sacrifice does not depend upon the 
Upasana for its results, though they might have been 
delayed. Hence the Upasana is not a part of the 
sacrifice, and is therefore optional. 

Topic 28 : Meditations on Vdyu and Prdna are 
to he kept separate in spite of the essential oneness of 
these two, 

II II 

As in the case of the offerings RR exactly 
that has been stated. 

43. (The meditations on Vayu and 
Prana are different owing to their different 
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functions, thoiigh the two are essentially 
one) ; (it is) exactly as in the case of the 
offerings (of cakes to Indra the ruler, the 
monarch, and the sovereign separately). 
This has been stated (by Jaimini in Purva 
Mimamsa-Sutras). 

In the Samvarga Vidya of the Chhandogya, medi- 
tat ion on Prana with reference to the body and on 
Vayu with reference to the gods is prescribed. Now 
many texts declare that Prana and Vayu are one in 
essence. So the opponent holds that the two medi- 
tations can be combined. The Sutra refutes the view 
and says that they are to be kept apart, in spite of 
the non-difference in nature of Vayu and Prana ; for 
their functions due to their different abodes are differ- 
ent. Just as oblations are separately given to Indra 
the ruler, the monarch, and the sovereign according 
to his different capacities, though he is one god; so 
the meditations on Vayu and Prana have to be kept 
apart. This principle is established by Jaimini in 
Purva Mimamsa. 

Topic 29 : The fires in Agnirahasya of the 
Brihaddranyaka are not part of the sacrificial act, 
but constitute a separate Vidyd. 

^ n II 

On account of the abundance of 
indicatory marks it (an indicatory mark) % for 
is stronger TO that ^ also. 
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44. On account of the abundance of 
indicatory marks (the fires of the mind, 
speech, etc. in the Agnirahasya of the 
Vajasaneyins do not form part of the 
sacrifice), for it (an indicatory mark) is 
stronger (than the context). That also 
(has been stated by Jaimini). 

In Agnirahasya of the Satapatha Brahmana 
certain fires, named after mind, speech, eyes, etc. 
are mentioned. The question is whether these form 
part of the sacrifice mentioned therein, or form an 
independent Vidya. The Sutra says that in spite of 
the pmna facie view which arises from the context, 
these constitute an independent Vidya. For there are 
many indicatory marks to show that these fires form 
a Vidya ; and indicatory marks are more forceful than 
the context, according to Purva Mimamsa. 

II II 

Alternative forms of the one mentioned 
first on account of the context ought to 

be part of the sacrifice like the imaginary 

drink. 

45. (The fires spoken of in the pre- 
vious Sutra are) alternative forms of the 
one mentioned first (i.e. the actual sacri- 
ficial fire) on account of the context ; 
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(they) ought to be part of the sacrifice 
like the imaginary drink. 

The opponent raises a fresh objection. In a 
certain sacrifice a Soma drink is offered to Prajapati, 
wherein the earth is regarded as the cup and the sea 
as the Soma. This is a mental act only, and yet it 
forms a part of the sacrifice. So these fires also, 
though mental, i.r. imaginary, are yet part of the 
sacrifice, and not an independent Vidya, because of 
the context. They are rather an alternative form of 
the first-mentioned actual fire. 

n It 

On account of the extension (of the 
attributes of the first to these fires) ^ and. 

46. And on account of the extension 
(of tlie attributes of the actual fire to 
these imaginary fires). 

The opponent gives a further reason in support 
of his view. The Sruti in that passage attributes all 
the qualities of the actual fire to these imaginary 
fires. Hence they are part of the sacrifice. 

g, ftqkwig II II 

Vidya indeed g but because 

(the Sruti) asserts it. 

47. But (the fires) rather form a 
Vidya, because (the Sruti) asserts it. 
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‘But’ refutes the opponent. *The Sutra says that 
the fires constitute a Vidya, for the text asserts that 
“They are made of knowledge only,” and that “By 
knowledge and meditation they are made for him.” 

II II 

Because (of the indicatory marks) seen ^ 

and. 

48. And because (of the indicatory 
marks) seen. 

The indicatory marks are those referred to in 
Sutra 44. 

H II a ^ II 

Because of the greater force of the 
Sruti etc. (i.e, indicatory mark and syntactical 
connection) M and ’r cannot be refuted. 

49. And because of the greater force 
of the Sruti etd. (i.e. indicatory mark and 
syntactical connection), (the view that the 
fires constitute a Vidya) cannot be refuted. 

The Sruti directly says, “All these fires are 
kindled with knowledge alone.” The indicatory 
mark is this : “All beings kindle these fires for him, 
even when he is asleep.” This continuity of the 
fires indicates that they are mental ones. An actual 
sacrifice is not continued during sleep. The syntacti- 
cal connection is : “Through meditation alone are 
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these fires of the vrorshipper kindled.” These three 
are more forcible £han mere context. 

(I 

From the* connection and soon (exten- 
sion etc.) even as other Vidyas are 

separate (it is) seen and this has been 

said (by Jaimini). 

50 . From the connection and so on 
(extension etc.) (the fires constitute a 
separate Vidya), even as other Vidyas 
(like the Sandilya Vidya) are separate. 
And (it is) seen (that in spite of the con- 
text a sacrifice is treated as independent). 
This has been said (by Jaimini in Purva 
Mimamsa-Sutras). 

This Sutra gives additional reasons in support of 
the view set forth in Sutra 47. The text connects 
for purposes of Sampad Upasana (meditations based 
on resemblance) parts of a sacrifice with mental 
activities, e,g, ^^Tliese fires are started mentally, the 
altars are set up mentally . . . everything connected 
with this sacrifice are done mentally.” This is possi- 
ble only if there is a sharp difference between things 
resembling e^ch other. 

The fires form a separate Vidya, even as the 
Sandilya Vidya, Dahara Vidya, etc. form separate 
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Vidyas, although mentioned along with sacrificial 
acts. Moreover, it is seen in the sacrificial portion 
of the Vedas the sacrifice Aveshti, though mentioned 
along with the Rajasuya sacrifice, is yet regarded as 
an independent sacrifice by Jaimini in his Purva 
Mimamsa-Sutr as . 

ST sr% 

55>SKTtTf%: II II 

^ Not €T»TT559Tff-^fq in spite of the resemblance 
for it is seen as in the case of death 

vj 

*i for the world does not become (fire 

because of certain resemblances). 

51. In spite of the resemblance (of 
the fires to the imaginary drink, they do) 
not (form part of the sacrificial act), for 
it is seen (from the reasons adduced that 
they constitute an independent Vidya) ; 
(the mental affair here is) as in the case of 
death, for the world does not become (fire 
because of certain resemblances). 

This Sutra refutes the argument of the opponent 
given in Sutra 45. The resemblance cited by the 
opponent there cannot stand, for on account of the 
reasons already adduced, viz, the Sruti, indicatory 
mark, etc., the fires in question subserve the purpose 
of man only, and not any sacrifice. Mere resemblance 
cannot justify the opposite view. Anything can 
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resemble anything in certain respects ; still the things 
are different. Th^ reseiiiblance cited is like the 
common epithet Meath’ applied to fire and the being 
in the sun. ‘^The being in that orb is death indeed’^ 
(Sat. Br. 10. 5. 2. 8). ^‘Fire is death” (Brih. 8. 2. 
10). This resemblance cannot make fire and the 
being in the sun one. Again we have : ^‘This world 
is a fire indeed, O Go^ama, the sun its fuel” etc. 
(Chh. 5. 4. 1) HeT*e from the similarity of fuel and 
so on the earth does riot actually become fire. 

q?:Tjr 505^ 

11 V. II 

From the subsequent (Brahman a) and 
of the text the fact of being such 

on account of the abundance g but connection 

52. And from the subsequent (Brah- 
mana) the fact of the text (under diseus- 
sion) being such (i.e. enjoining a separate 
Vidya) (is known). But the connection 
(of the imaginary fires with the actual fire 
is) on account of the abundance (of the 
attributes of the latter that are imagined 
in these fires). 

In a subsequent Brahmana we have, ‘^By knowl- 
edge they ascend there where all wishes are attained. 
Those skilled in works do not go there” etc. Here 
Vidya is praised and work depreciated. From this 
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we find that what has been shown, viz. that the fires 
form a Vidya, is the injunction of the Sruti. The 
connection of the fires with the actual fire is not 
because they form part of the sacrifice, but because 
many of the attributes of the real fire are imagined 
in the fires of the Vidya. 

Topic SO : The Self is a separate entity from 
the body. 

Till now the Upasanas have been discussed. But 
the utility of these Upasanfis depends on the existence 
of an individual apart from the body who can reap 
the results of the Upasanas. In the absence of such 
an individual the Upasanas and even Vedanta 
teaching become useless. So in this topic the 
existence of an Atman apart from the body is taken 
up for discussion. 

|| || 

Some (deny) (the existence) of an 

Atman (besides the body) («fe) (for It) 

exists (only) when there is a body. 

53. Some (deny) (the existence) of 
an Atman (separate from the body), (for 
It) exists (only) when there is a body. 

This Sutra gives the view of the Charvakas or 
materialists, who deny the existence of an Atman 
other than the body. They say that man is only a 
body, having consciousness for its quality, and that 
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consciousness is like the intoxicating property that is 
produced when certain materials are put together, 
none of which singly is intoxicating. They arrive at 
this conclusion in this way. Consciousness is seen to 
exist only when there is a body. Independent of the 
body it is nowhere experienced. Hence it is only a 
quality of the body. Therefore, there is no separate 
Self in this body. 

^11 II 

Separateness for (conscious- 

ness) does not exist even when there is the body 
not (so) g but in the case of cognition. 

54. But not (so) ; (a Self) separate 
(from the body does exist), for (conscious- 
ness) does not exist even when there is the 
body (after death) ; as in the case of 
cognition. 

This Sutra refutes the view expressed in the 
previous one. Consciousness cannot be a quality of 
the body, for we do not find consciousness in a body 
after a person dies. So this cctisciousness is a quality 
of something different from and residing in the body. 
Again the Charvakas also accept that the cognizer is 
different frejm the thing cognized. If so, since we 
experience our body, we who cognize it must be 
different from our body; and this thing which cog- 
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nizes this body of ours is the Self, and consciousness 
is a quality of this Self, rather its nature. 

Topic SI : Updsarms connected with sacrificial 
actSy r.g. the Udgitha JJpdsand, arc valid for all 
Sdkhds, 

II II 

(Upasaiias) connected with parts (of 
sacrificial acts) g but s? not to (particular) 

Sakhas f? because in each Veda. 

55. But (the Upasanas) connected 
with parts (of sacrificial acts are) not (re- 
stricted) to (particular) Sakhas only of 
each Veda (but to all its Sakhas), because 
(the same Upasana is described in all). 

There are certain Upasanas mentioned in connec- 
tion with sacrificial acts, as, for example, the medita- 
tion on ‘Om’ which is connected with the Udgitha 
as Prana, or the ‘ meditation on the Udgitha as the 
earth and so on. The question is whether these medi- 
tations are enjoined with reference to the Udgitha and 
so on as belonging to a certain Sakha of a Veda or 
as belonging to all its Sakhjis. The doubt arises 
because the Udgitha ^d so on are chanted different- 
ly in different Sakhas, and as such they may be 
considered different. This Sutra refutes the view 
that they are so restricted, because the text speaks 
of these Upasanas in general, and so they are one in 
all the branches. 
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fr*9rf^=TSTs(^vi: II Hi II 

Like Mantras etc. ^ or else theie 

is no contradiction* 

56. Or else like Mantras etc. there is 
no contradiction (here). 

Just as Mantras etc. mentioned in only one 
Sakha are used in another Sakha with respect to that 
particular rite, so also the Upasanas connected with 
particular rites in one Sakha of the Veda can be 
applied to the other Sakhas. 

Topic : Vaisvanara Updsand is one entire 
V pdsand. 

On the entire form as in the case of 

sacrifice importance so ff for (the 

Sruti) shows. 

57. Importance (is given to the 
meditation) on the entire form (of Vaisva- 
nara) as in the case of sacrifice ; for so 
(the Sruti) shows. 

In the Chhandogya Upaiiishad 5. 11-18 we have 
the Vaisvanara Vidya, the meditation on the cosmic 
form of the Lord, where we are asked to imagine that 
His head is the heavens, His eye the sim, and so on. 
In those sections we find different results mentioned 
for each part of the Upasana. For example, the 
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result of meditating on His head as the heavens is : 
^‘He eats food, sees his dear ones, and has Vedic 
glory in his house” (Chh. 5. 12. 2). Now the question 
is whether the Sruti here speaks only of one Upasana 
on the whole cosmic form, or also piecemeal Upasan^s. 
This Sutra says that it is the former. The separate 
results mentioned for detached Upasanas are to be 
combined into one aggregate with the principal 
meditation. That the Sruti intends only the entire 
Upasana is moreover known from the fact that it 
discourages part Upasana in such expressions as 
^‘Your head would have fallen if you had not come 
to me” (Chh. 5. 12. 2). The case is similar to 
certain sacrifices which include several minor 
sacrifices, the combined result of which completes 
that of the main sacrifices. That only one entire 
Upasana is intended is also inferred from the fact 
that the section begins thus : Which is our Self, 

which is the Brahman” (Chh. 5. 11. 1) — which shows 
that the entire • Brahman is sought as the object 
of meditation. It ends also thus : ‘‘Of that 
Vaisvanara Self Sutejas is the head” etc. 
(Chh. 5. 18. 2). 

Tojyic 33: Various Vidyds like the Sdndilya 
Vidyd, Dahara Vidyd, and so on are to be kept 
separate and not combined into one entire Vpdsand. 

fTRT, II V II 

Different owing to difference of 

words etc. 
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A 

58. (Various Vidyds like the San- 
dilya, Dahara, etc. are) different owing to 
difference of words etc. 

In the last Sutra it was showp that though the 
Sruti mentions meditations on parts of the cosmic 
form, yet the meditation on the entire form is what 
is intended by the Sruti. Following this argument 
the opponent says that as the object of meditation 
is the one Lord, we are to combine all the different 
Vidyas like the Sandilya \idya, Dahara Vidya, Satya 
Vidya, and so on into one composite meditation on 
the Lord. This Sutra refutes that view and says that 
these different Vidyas are separate, because the Sruti 
prescribes them using different words, ‘He knows’, 
‘Let him meditate’, ‘Let him form the idea’, etc. and 
this difference of terms is acknowledged to be a test 
of the difference of acts by Purva Mimamsa. ‘Etc.* 
refers to other reasons like the difference in qualities. 
Though the object of meditation is the one Lord, yet 
owing to the difference in qualities that are imagined 
in different Upasanas He is different. Moreover, it is 
an impossibility to combine all the various Vidyas into 
one. So the different Vidyas are to be kept separate,, 
and not combined into one general meditation. 

Topic 8^: Amoyig Vidyas relating to Brahman 
any one alone should he selected according to one^s 
choice. 


26 
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Option account of (all 

Vidyas) having the same result. 

59. There is option (with respect to 
the several Vidyas), because the result (of 
all the Vidyas) is the same. 

As the result of all the Vidyas is the realization 
of Brahman, it is enough if one takes up any one of 
them according to his liking and sticks to it till he 
reaches the goal. And once Brahman is realized 
through one of these Vidyas, resorting to another is 
useless. Besides, to practise more than one medita- 
tion at a time would only distract one’s mind and 
thereby retard one’s progress. Therefore one must 
restrict oneself to one particular Vidya. 

Topic 35: Meditations yielding special desires may 
or may not he combined according to liking. 

io II 

Vidyas for particular desires g but 
according to one’s desire one may combine 

«T ^ or not g-wr^cT on account of the absence 
of the preceding reason 

60. But Vidyas for particular desires 
may be combined or not according to one’s 
desire on account of the absence of the 
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reason (mentioned in the) previous 
(Sutra). 

In the last Sutra it was said that any one of 
the Vidyas about Brahman should be taken up, 
and that more than one at a time should not be 
taken up, because each Vidya was quite sufficient 
and more than one would distract the mind. Now 
the^e are various Vidyas which are practised not 
for the realization of Brahman, but to yield some 
particular desire. As, for example, in the Chhan- 
dogya 8. 15. 2 ; 7. 1. 5. The question is whether one 
is to restrict oneself to only one of these Vidyas, or 
can practise more than one at a time. This Sutra 
says that as the results are different, unlike that 
of the Brahma Vidyas, one can take up more than 
one Vidya or not according to one’s pleasure. 

Topic S6 : Meditations connected with members of 
sacrificial acts may or may not be combined according 
to liking. 

II II 

Wg With regard (to meditations) connected 
with members (of sacrificial acts) iMs as 

with (the members) with which they are connected. 

61 . With regard (to meditations) 
connected with members (of sacrificial 
acts) it is as with (the members) with 
which they are connected. 
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Sutras 61-64 give the view of the opponent. 
Different instructions connected with a sacrifice are 
mentioned in the different Vedas. Now the scriptures 
themselves say that all these members mentioned 
in the different Vedas are to be combined for the due 
performance of the main one. The question now 
is, what is the rule to be followed with respect to 
the Upasanas connected with these members.^ This 
Sutra says that the same rule which applies to the 
members applies also to the Upasanas connected 
with them. In other words, all these Upasanas are 
also to be combined. 

(I II 

From the injunction of the Sruti ^ and. 

62. And from the injunction of the 
Sruti, 

Even as the members are scattered in the differ- 
ent Vedas, so are also the meditations connected with 
them. There is no difference as regards the injunc- 
tion of the Sruti with respect to these meditations, 

=am5KT^il II 

63. On account of the rectification. 

A further reason is given by the opponent. 

‘‘Now verily that which is Udgitha is ‘Om’, and 
that which is ‘Om’ is Udgitha. (If one knows this) 
then from the seat (i.e, through proper functioning) 
of the Hotri (he) rectifies all defective singing (of the 
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Udgatri)” (Chh* 1. 5. 5). Here it is said that the 
mislakes committed by the Udgatri (chanting priest 
of the Sama-Veda) are rectified by the recitation of 
the Hotri (invoking priest of the Rig-Veda), which 
shows that the meditations, though they are given 
in the different Vedas, are yet interlinked. So all of 
them have to be observed. 



From the Sruti declaring the feat- 
ure ‘Om’ as being common to all the Vedas ^ and. 

64. And from the Sruti declaring the 
syllable ‘Om’ which is a common feature 
(of the Udgitha Vidya), to be common to 
all the Vedas. 

^‘Through this does the Vedic Vidya proceed’^ 
(Chh. 1. 1. 9). This is said with reference to the 
syllable ‘Om’, which is common to all the Vedas 
and ail the Upasanas in them. This shows that as 
the abode of all Vidyas is common, so are the Vidyas 
that abide in it, and therefore all of them are to 
be observed. 


!T It II 

^ Rather not their correlation not 

being mentioned by the Sruti. 

65. (The meditations connected with 
members of sacrificial acts are) rather not 
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(to be combined), as the Sruti does not 
say that they are so correlated. 

This and the following Sutra give the conclu- 
sion. The rule for combining the instructions 
regarding sacrifices that are scattered in all the 
Vedas cannot be applied with respect to the 
Upasanas connected with them. In the former case, 
if the instructions are not combined, the sacrifice 
itself will fail. But not so if the Upasanas are not 
practised, for Upasanas only enhance the results of 
the sacrifice. (Vide 3. 3. 42). They are not 
inseparable from the sacrifice. So they may or may 
not be practised. 

II U II 

Because the Sruti says so ^ and. 

66. And because the Sruti says so. 

‘‘The Brahman (superintending priest) who 
knows this protects the sacrifice, the sacrificer, and 
all the other priests” (Chh. 4. 17. 10). This shows 
that the scriptures do not intend that all the medita- 
tions should go together. If it were so, then all 
the priests would know all of them and there is no 
sense in the Sruti distinguishing the qualified super- 
intending priest from the rest. 

The meditations, therefore, may or may not be 
combined according to one’s taste. 



CHAPTER III 


Section iv 

In the last section were discussed the Vidyas, 
the means to the knowledge of Brahman. This 
section discusses whether this knowledge of Brahman 
is connected with ritualistic work through the 
agent, or whether it independently serves the 
purpose of man (Purushartha). Man tries to attain 
the fulfilment of his desires, discharge of duties, 
acquisition of wealth, and Liberation. The question 
is whether knowledge of Brahman serves any of 
these purposes, or is merely connected with sacrificial 
acts in ‘-o far as it imparts to the agent a certain 
qualification. 

Topic 1 : Ktundcdifc oj Brahman is not 
subordinate to sacrificial acts. 

II t II 

Purpose of man from this from 

the scriptures thus (says) Badarayana. 

1. From this (results) the purpose of 
man, because of the scriptures ; thus (says) 
Badarayana. 

Badarayana basing his arguments on the Sruti 
texts says that the knowledge of Brahman effects 
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man^s highest purpose and is not a part of sacrificial 
acts. It leads to Liberation. The scriptural 
authority referred to is texts like : ^‘The knower of 
the Self goes beyond grief’’ (Chh. 7. 1. 8) ; ‘‘He who 
knows that Supreme Brahman becomes indeed 
Brahman” (Mu. 3. 2. 9); “The knower of Brahman 
attains the Highest” (Taitt. 2. 1). 





II ^ II 


S^RRJ^On account of being supplementary (to 
sacrificial acts) are mere praise of the 

agent W even as ^§5 in other cases thus (says) 
Jaimini. 


2. Because (the Self) is supplement- 
ary (to sacrificial acts), (the fruits of the 
knowledge of the Self) are mere praise of 
the agent, even as in other cases ; thus 
says Jaimini, 

According to Jaimini the Vedas merely prescribe 
acts to attain certain purposes including Liberation, 
and nothing more. He argues that the knowledge 
of the Self does not yield any independent results, 
as Vedanta holds, but is connected with the acts 
through the agent. No one undertakes a sacrificial 
act unless he is conscious of the fact that he is 
different from the body and that after death, he 
will go to heaven, where he will enjoy the results of 
his sacrifices. Texts dealing with Self-knowledge 
serve merely to enlighten the agent and so are sub- 
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ordinate to sacntieial acts. The fruits, however, 
which the Vedanta texts declare with regard to 
Self-knowledge are merely praise, even as texts 
declare such results by way of praise with respect to 
other lAiatters. In shoit, Jamini holds that by the 
knowledge that his Self will outlive the body, the 
agent becomes qualified for sacrificial actions even 
as other things become fit in sacrifices through 
purificatory ceremonies. 

Because of the conduct found (from 
the scriptures). 

3. Because we find (from the script- 
ures such) conduct (of men of realization). 

‘‘Janaka, emperor of Videha performed a sacri- 
fice in which gifts were freely distributed’^’ (Brih. 
3. ]. 1); ‘‘I am going to perform a sacrifice, sirs’^ 
(Chh. 5. 11. 5). Now both Janaka and Asvapati 
were knowers of the Self. If by this knowledge of 
the Self they had attained Liberation, there was no 
need for them to perform sacrifices. But the two 
texts quoted show that they did perform sacrifices. 
This proves that it is through sacrificial acts alone 
that one attains Liberation, and not through the 
knowledge of the Self, as the Vedantins hold. 

II a H 

•o 

Because the scriptures directly declare 

that. 
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4. That that knowledge of the 

Self stands in a subordinate relation to 
sacrificial acts) the scriptures directly 
declare. 

‘‘That alone which is performed with knowledge, 
faith, and meditation becomes more powerful’^ 
(Chh. 1. 1. 10); This text clearly shows that 
knowledge is a part of the sacrificial act. 

^ II 

5. Because the two (knowledge and 
work) go together (with the departing soul 
to produce the results). 

“It is followed by knowledge, work, and past 
experience’’ (Brih. 4. 4. 2). This text shows that 
knowledge and work go together with the soul and 
produce the effect which it is destined to enjoy. 
Knowledge independently is not able to produce any 
such effect. 


For such (as know the purport of the Vedas) 
because (the scriptures) enjoin (work). 

6. Because (the scriptures) enjoin 
(work) for such (as know the purport of 
the Vedas). 

The scriptures enjoin work only for those who 
have a knowledge of the Vedas, which includes the 
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knowledge of the Self. Hence Knowledge does not 
independently produce any result. 

II ® II 

Or account of prescribed rules ^ and 

7. And on account of prescribed 
rules. 

‘‘Performing works here let a man wish to live 
a hundred years’’ (Is. 2) ; “Agnihotra is a sacrifice 
lasting up to old age and death ; for through old 
age one is freed from it or through death” (Sat. 
Br. 12. 4. 1. 1). From such prescribed rules also we 
find that Knowledge stands in a subordinate relation 
to work. 

Because ( the scriptures) teach (the 
Supreme Self to be) something over and above g 
but Badarayana’s (view) such i. e. cor- 
rect for that is seen (from the scriptures). 

8. But because (the scriptures) teach 
(the Supreme Self to be) other (than the 
agent), Badarayana’s (view is) correct*; 
for that is seen (from the scriptures). 

Sutras 2-7 give the view of the Mimamsakas, 
which is rgfuted in Sutras 8-17. 

The Vedanta texts do not teach the limited self, 
which is the agent, but the Supreme Self, which is 
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different from the agent. Thus the knowledge of 
the Self which the Vedanta texts declare is different 
from that knowledge of the self which an agent 
possesses. The knowledge of such a Self, which is 
free from all limiting adjuncts, not only does not 
help, but puts an end to all actions. That the 
Vedanta texts teach the Supreme Self is clear from 
such texts as the following : *^He who perceives all 
and knows all’’ (Mu. 1. 1. 9); “Under the mighty 
rule of this Immutable, O Gargi” etc. (Brih. 3. 8. 9). 

355f ^ II 

Equal g but declarations of the Sruti 

9. But the declarations of the Sruti 
equally support both views. 

This Sutra refutes the view expressed in Sutra 3. 
There it was shown that Janaka and others even 
after attaining Knowledge were engaged in work. 
This Sutra says that scriptural authority equally 
supports the view that for one who has attained 
Knowledge there is no work. “Knowing this very 
Self the Brahmanas renounce the desire for sons, 
for wealth, and for the worlds, and lead a mendicant 
life” (Brih. 3. 5. 1). We also see from the scriptures 
that knowers of the Self like Yajnavalkya gave up 
work. “ ‘This much indeed is (the means of) 
immortality, my dear.’ Saying this Yajnavalkya 
left home” (Brih. 4. 5. 15). The work of Janaka 
and others was characterized by non-attachment, 
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and as such it ws practically no work; so the 
Mimamsa argument is weak. 

lUo II 

10. ' (The declaration of the scripture 
referred to in Sutra 4) is not universally 
true. 

The declaration of the Sruti that knowledge 
enhances the fruit of the sacrifice does not refer to 
all knowledge, as it is connected only with the 
Udgitha, which is the topic o| the section. 

^ragrat^ii u ii 

tWTi: (There is) division of knowledge and work 
as in the case of a hundred (divided between 
two persons). 

11. (There is) division of knowledge 
and work, as in the case of a hundred 
(divided between two persons). 

This Sutra refutes Sutra 5. “It is followed by 
knowledge, work^ and past experiences’’ (Brih. 
4. 4. 2). Here we have to take knowledge and work 
in a distributive sense, meaning that knowledge 
follows one and work another. Just as when we 
say a hundred be given to these two persons, we 
divide it into two halves and give each man fifty. 
There is no combination of the two. Even without 
this explanation Sutra 5 can be refuted. For^the 
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text quoted refers only to knowledge and work, 
which concern the transmigrating soul, and not an 
emancipated soul. For the passage, ‘^Thus does the 
man who desires (transmigrate)” (Brih. 4. 4. 6) shows 
that the previous text refers to the transmigrating 
self. And of the emancipated soul Sruti says, ‘^But 
the man who never desires (never transmigrates)” 
etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 6). 

ii \\ ii 

12. (The scriptures enjoin work) only 
on those who have read the Vedas. 

This Sutra refutes Sutra 6. 

Those who have read the Vedas and known 
about the sacrifices are entitled to perform work. 
No work is prescribed for those who have knowledge 
of the Self from the Upanishads. Such a knowledge 
is incompatible with work. 

ST, U II 

5T Not owing to the absence of any 

specification 

13. Because there is no special men- 
tion (of the Jnani, it does) not (apply to 
him). 

This Sutra refutes Sutra 7. The text quoted 
there from the Isa Upanishad is a general statement, 
and ^ there is no special mention in it that it is 
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applicable to a Jnftni also. In the absence of such 
a specification it is not binding on him. 

il ii 

For the praising (of Knowledge) 
permission or rather. 

14. Or rather the permission (to do 
work) is for praising (Knowledge). 

The injunction to do work for the knowers of 
the Self is for the glorification of this Knowledge. 
The praise involved in it is this : A knower of the 
Self may work all his life, but on account of this 
Knowledge he will not be bound by its effects. 

^ II II 

According to their choice ^ and ^ some. 

15. And some according to their 
choice (have refrained from all work). 

In Sutra 3 it was said that Janaka and others 
were engaged in work even after Knowledge. This 
Sutra says that some have of their own accord given 
up all work. The point is that after Knowledge 
some may choose to work to set an example to others, 
while others may give up all work. There is no 
binding on the knowers of the Self as regards work. 

^ H U II 

Destruction ^ and. 
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16. And (the scriptures say that the) 
destruction (of all qualifications for work 
results from Knowledge). 

Knowledge destroys all ignorance and its 
products like agent, act, and result. ‘‘But when to 
the knower of Brahman everything has become the 
Self, then what should one see and through what” 
etc. (Brih. 4. 5. 15). The knowledge of the Self is 
antagonistic to all work and so cannot possibly be 
subsidiary to work. 

^ ft II II 

^ To those who observe continence and 

(this Asrania is mentioned) in the scriptures 
because. 

17. And (Knowledge belongs) tO‘ 
those who observe continence (i.e. to 
Sannyasins) ; because (this fourth Asrama 
is mentioned) in the scriptures. 

The scriptures declare that Knowledge is gained 
in that stage of life in which continence is prescribed, 
i.e. the fourth stage or Sannyasa Asrama. To a 
Sannyasin there is no work prescribed except discrim- 
ination. So how can Knowledge be subservient to 
work ? That there is a stage of life called Sannyasa 
we find from the scriptures themselves in texts 
like: “There are three branches of duty; sacrifice^ 
study and charity are the first; . . . All these attain 
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to the worlds the virtuous; but only one who 
is firmly established in Brahman attains immortality^^ 
(Chh. 2. 23. 7-2); ‘‘Besirin^y this world (the Self) 
alone monks renounce their homes” (Brih. 4. 4. 22). 
See also Mu. 1. 2. 11 and Chh. 5. 10. 1. Everyone 
can take to this life without being a householder etc., 
which shows the independence of Knowledge. 

Topic 2: Sannydsa is prescribed by the scriptures* 

^ ii ii 

Merc reference Jaimini there 

is no injunction and because (the script- 

ure) condemns (it) 

18. Jaimini (thinks that in the texts 
referred to in the last Sutra there is) a 
mere reference (to Sannyasa), and not 
injunction, because (other texts) condemn 
(Sannyasa). 

In the text quoted in the last Sutra (Chh. 
2. 23. 1) Jaimini says that as there is no word show- 
ing that Sannyasa is enjoined on man, it is a mere 
reference and not an injunction. The Brihada^* 
r any aka text quoted in the last Sutra says that some 
person do like that. Sruti here makes a mere 
statement of fact. It does not enjoin Sannyasa. 
Moreover, the text here praises steadfastness in 
Brahman. ‘^‘But only one who is firmly established 
in Brahman attains immortality.” Sacrifice, study, 
27 
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charity, austertiy, studentship, and lifelong celibacy 
result in the attainment of the virtuous world. But 
immortality is gained only by him who is firmly 
established in Brahman. That is what the text 
says. Further, there are other texts which condemn 
Sanny&sa. ‘*^Having brought to your teacher the 
wealth that he likes, do not cut off the line of 
progeny’’ (Taitt. 1. 11); ^‘To him who is without 
a son (this) world does not belong” (Taitt. Br. 
7. 18. 12) and so on. 

II U II 

Ought to be gone through Badara- 

yana for the scriptural text refers equally to 

all the four Asramas. 

19. Badarayana (thinks that San- 
nyasa or monastic life) also must be gone 
through, for the scriptural text (cited) 
refers equally; to all the four Asramas 
(stages of life). 

In the text cited, sacrifice etc. refer to the 
householder’s life, penance to Vanaprastha, student* 
ship to Brahmacharya and ‘one who is firmly 
established in Brahman’ to Sanny&sa. So the text 
equally refers to all the four stages of life. The 
text relating to the first three stages refers to what 
is enjoined elsewhere. So also does the text relating 
to Sannyasa. Hence Sannyasa also is enjoined and 
must be gone through by all. 
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^0 ti 

f^fv: Iiiiunclu>a ^ or rather as iu the case 

of the carrying (of the sacrificial fuel). 

20. Or rather (there is an) injunction 
(in this text), as in the case of the carrying 
(of the sacrificial fuel). 

This Sutra now tries to establish that there is 
an injunction about Sannyasa in the Chhandogya 
passage cited. There is a Sruti text referring 
to Agnihotra performed for the manes, which runs 
as follows : ‘‘Let him approach, carrying the sacri- 
ficial fuel below ; for above he carries it for the 
^ods.” The last clause Jaimini interprets as an 
injunction, though there is no word in it to that 
effect, because such an injunction is nowhere else 
to be found in the scriptures. On accoimt of its 
newness (Apurvata) it is an injunction. Following 
this argument this Sutra says that in Chh. 2. 28. 1 
there is an injunction with respect to Sannyasa, and 
not a mere reference, as it is not enjoined anywhere 
else. Moreover, there are Sruti texts which directly 
enjoin Sannyasa : “Or else he may wander forth 
from the students’ life, or from the house, or from 
the forest” (Jab. 4). 

Again Jaimini himself says that even glorifica- 
tion, to be relevant, must be in a complimentary 
relation to an injunction. In the text cited steadfast 
devotion to Brahman is being praised, and so it has 
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an injunctive value. Now is it possible for one 
engaged in sacrificial rites etc. to be wholly devoted 
to Brahman? Devotion to Brahman means constant 
meditation on It without any disturbing thought. 
Such a thing is impossible for a householder engaged 
in ritualistic work. It is possible only for a Sannyasin 
who has renounced all work, and not for others. 

Neither is it true that Sannyasa is prescribed 
only for those who are lame, blind, etc., and there- 
fore unfit for ritualistic work. The text cited above 
(Jab. 4) makes no such difference. Moreover, 
Sannyasa is meant as a means to the realization of 
Brahman, and it is to be acquired in a regular 
prescribed way. ‘‘The wandering mendicant with 
coloured dress, shaven-headed, accepting no gifts, 
qualifies himself for the realization of Brahman. 
Therefore Sannyasa is prescribed by the scriptures 
and Knowledge, because it is enjoined on Sannyasins,. 
is independent of work. 


Topic S: Scriptural statements as in Chh, I. I. S 
xMch rejer to Vidyds are not merely ^lori- 
ficatory hut enjoin the meditations, 

Li % II 


Mere praise because of their 

reference ( to parts of sacrificial acts) ^ if 

said *T not so on account of its newness. 

21. If it be said (that references as 
in Chh. 1.1.3) are mere praise because of 
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their reference (to parts of sacrificial acts), 
(we say) not so, because here it is men- 
tioned for the first time. 

‘‘That Udgitha (Om) is the best essence of the 
essences, the supreme, deserving the highest place, 
the eighth” (Chh, 1. 1. 3), “This earth is Rich, and 
fire Saman” (Chh. ]. 6. 1). The opponent holds that 
these are mere praise, and no injunction to meditate 
on ‘Om’ and so on. These passages are akin to, 
“The ladle is the earth’% “The tortoise is the sun”, 
which simply glorify the ladle and so on. This view 
of the opponent is refuted in the latter half of the 
Sutra. The analogy is not correct. Glorification to 
have a purpose, must be in complimentary relation 
to an injunction. The passages quoted for analogy 
stand in proximity to injunctive passages, and so 
they can be taken as praise. But the passage of the 
Chhandogya where Udgitha ‘Om’ is described as the 
essence of essences, is mentioned in the Upanishad, 
and so cannot be taken along with the injunctions 
about Udgitha in the Karmakanda. As such, 
on account of the newness it is an injunction and 
not mere glorification. 

\\ II 

There being words expressive of injunc- 
tion ^ and. 

22. And there being words expres- 
sive of injunction. 
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‘‘Let one meditate on ‘Om’ (of) the Udgitha’^ 
(Chh, 1. 1. 1). In this passage we have a clear 
injunction to meditate on ‘Om’. On the face of 
this we cannot interpret the text cited in the last 
Sutra as mere glorificatory of ‘Om^ 

Topic 4* The stories recorded in the Upanishads 
do not serve the purpose of Pdriplavas and so do 
not form part of the ritualistic acts* They are meant 
to glorify the Vidyd taught in them. 

For the purpose of PSriplavas tftf ^ if 
it be said ’f not so on account of ( certain 

stories alohe) being specified. 

23. If it be said (that the stories that 
occur in the Upanishads are) for the pur- 
pose of Pariplavas, (we say) not so, be- 
cause (certain stories alone) are specified 
(by the Sruti for this purpose). 

In the Aswamedha sacrifice, which lasts for one 
year, the sacrificer and his family are exj>€cted to 
hear at intervals the recital of certain stories. These 
are known as Pariplavas, and form part of the ritu- 
alistic acts. The question is whether Upanishadic 
stories also serve this purpose, in which case they 
become part of the rites, and this means that the 
whole of Jnanakanda becomes subservient to Karma- 
kanda. The stories referred to are those relating to 
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yajnavalkya and Maitreyi, Pratardana and so on* 
which we find i|i the Brihad^ranyaka, Kaushitaki and 
other Upanishads. 

This Sutra denies that they serve the purpose 
of P&riplavas, for the scripture specifies the stories 
that are meant for this purpose. Any and every story 
cannot serve this purpose, Upanishadic stories are 
not mentioned in this category. 

?i«rT H 

W So ^ and being connected as 

one whole. 

24. And so (they are meant to illus- 
trate the nearest Vidyas), being connected 
as one whole. 

The stories not serving the purpose of Pariplavas 
they are intended to introduce the Vidyas. The 
story form is meant to catch the imagination of the 
student, who will thereby be more attentive to the 
Vidya described. 

Topic 5 : Sannydsiris need not observe ritualistic 
acts, as Knoxdedge serves their purpose, 

ara ll li 

Therefore and no neces 

sity of lighting fires etc. 

25. And, therefore, there is no neces- 
sity of lighting fires, and so on. 
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In Sutra 8.4.1. it was said that the knowledge 
of the Self results in the attainment of the highest 
Purushartha or goal of life. Therefore the lighting 
of fires for sacrifices and other similar acts enjoined 
on the householders etc. need not be observed by 
Sanny^sins, as Knowledge alone fulfils their object. 

Topic 6: Nevertheless works prescribed by the 
scriptures are useful as they are an indirect 
means to Knowledge, 

^ ii ii 

There is the necessity of all works and 
for the scriptures prescribe sacrifices etc. 
(as means to Knowledge) even as the horse. 

• 26. And there is the necessity of all 

works, for the scriptures prescribe sacri- 
fices etc. (as means to the attainment of 
Knowledge, though they are unnecessary 
for the attainment of its results, viz. 
Liberation), even as the horse (is used to 
draw a chariot and not for ploughing). 

From the previous Sutra we may conclude that 
works are altogether useless. This Sutra says that 
all these works are useful, and that even the scriptures 
prescribe them, since they serve as a means to 
Knowledge. But they have no part in producing 
the result of this Knowledge, viz. Liberation. It 
comes only from Knowledge and not from work. 
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Work purifies the mind, and the knowledge of the 
Self is manifested in such a pure mind. So works 
have a place as a means to Knowledge, though an 
indirect one. 

wrrewTsfq g, 

One must possess calmness, 
‘self-control, and the like cfHji even if it be so g but 
since they are enjoined as helps to 

Knowledge and therefore they 

have necessarily to be observed. 

27. But even if it be so (i.e. even 
though there is no injunction to do work 
to attain Knowledge in the text [Brih. 
4. 4. 22]) one must possess calmness, self- 
control, and the like, since these are 
enjoined as helps to Knowledge, and there- 
fore have necessarily to be observed. 

‘‘The Brahmanas seek to know It through 
the study of the Vedas, sacrifices, charity’’ etc. 
(Brill. 4. 4. 22). In this text there is no word to show 
that sacrifice is enjoined on one who wants to know 
Brahman. So the opponent says that there is no 
need at all of work for an aspirant of Knowledge. 
This Sutra says that even if it be so, yet control 
of the senses etc. are enjoined by the Sruti : “There- 
fore he who knows it as such becomes self-controlled. 
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calm . . • sees the Self in his self” etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 28). 
This passage is injunctive in character, for ‘therefore^ 
expresses praise of the subject-matter and hence is 
connected with an injunction, because in the absence 
of an injunction the praise would be purposeless. 
Since these qualities are enjoined, they have neces- 
sarily to be practised. Self-control etc. directly help 
the attainment of Knowledge, while work helps it 
indirectly. 

Topic 7: Restrictions as regards food may he 
waived only when life is at stake. 

sntmc^, ii ii 

Permission to take all sorts of food 
when life is jeopardized because the 

Sruti declares that. 

28 . (Only) when life is jeopardized 
(there is) permission to take food indis- 
criminately, because the Sruti declares 
that. 

‘‘For one who knows this, there is nothing that 
is not food” (Chh. 5. 2. 1). The opponent holds that 
on account of the newness of the statement it is 
enjoined on one who meditates on Prana. Such a 
statement being found nowhere else, it has an injunc- 
tive value. This Sutra refutes it and says that it 
is not an injunction, but only a statement of fact, 
and where the idea of an injunction does not arise, 
we are not justified in assuming one. Prohibited 
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food may be eaten only when life is in danger, as 
was done by the>a|,e Chakrayana when he was dying 
for want of food. This fact we get from the Sruti. 

ti II 

Because of a non-contradiction (thus) W 

and. 

29. And because (thus) (the script- 
ural statements with respect to food) are 
not contradicted. 

‘‘When the food is pure the mind becomes pure’^ 
(Chh. 7. 2G. 2), This statement will not be contra- 
dicted only if the explanation given is taken, and 
not otherwise. 

sifq ^ II \9 II 

wfcr ^ Moreover the Smritis say so. 

80. Moreover the Smritis (also) say 
so. 

The Smritis also say that both those who have 
Knowledge and those who have not can take any food 
when life is in danger; then it is not sinful. But 
they prohibit various kinds of food as objectionable. 

II II 

The scriptural text ^ and hence 
prohibiting license. 

31. And hence the scriptural text 
prohibiting license. 
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There are scriptural passages prohibiting one 
from doing everything just as one pleases. License 
freedom from all discipline, cannot help us to attain 
Knowledge. ‘‘Therefore a Brahmana must not 
drink liquor” (Kathaka Sam.). Such Sruti texts 
are meant for this discipline. 

Therefore it is established that the Sruti does not 
enjoin on one who meditates on Prana to take all 
kinds of food indiscriminately. 

Topic 8: The duties of the Asrama are to be 
performed by even one ivho is not desirous 
of Knowledge, 

II II 

Because they are enjoined ^ and 
duties of the Asrama (order of life) also. 

32. And; the duties of the Asrama 
(are to be performed) also (by him who 
does not desire Liberation), because they 
are enjoined (on him by the scriptures). 

In Sutra 25 it was said that works are a means 
to Knowledge. The question is raised, since it is 
so why should one who does not desire Knowledge 
do these works ? This Sutra says that since these 
duties are enjoined on all who are in these Asramas 
or stages of life, viz, student life, householder’s life, 
and hermit life, one should observe them. 
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^ II II 

As a means to Knowledge ^ and- 

33. And (the duties are to be per- 
formed also) as a means to Knowledge. 

Here we have to understand that the duties are 
helpful in producing Knowledge, but not its ^ruit, 
viz. Liberation, which is not attainable except 
through Knowledge. 

II \\i II 

In all cases % xl^ the same duties (have 
to be performed) because of the twofold 

indicatory mark. 

34. In all cases the same duties (have 
to be performed), because of the twofold 
indicatory mark. 

The question is raised whether the work done 
as enjoined on the Asramas and those done as aids 
to Knowledge are of two different kinds. This Sutra 
says that in either case, whether as duties of the 
Asramas or as aids to Knowledge, the same duties 
are to be done, as is seen from the Sruti and the- 
Smriti texts. 

‘‘The Brahman as seek to know It through the 
study of the Vedas, sacrifices” etc. (Brih. 4. 4, 22). 
This text s^iows that sacrifices etc. enjoined in 
Karmakanda for different purposes are to be per- 
formed as means to Knowledge also. The Smriti also^ 
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says the same thing. ^‘He who performs obligatory 
work without desire for fruits’’ etc. (Gita 6. 1). 
Those very obligatory duties subserve Knowledge 
also. 

11 II 

Not being overpowered ^ and the 

scripture shows. 

35. And the scripture shows (that one 
endowed with Brahmacharya) is not over- 
powered (by anger etc.). 

‘‘For that self does not perish which one attains 
by Brahmacharya” (Chh. 8. 5. 3). This text also 
shows that like work Brahmacharya etc. are also 
means to Knowledge. One endowed with it is not 
overcome by anger, jealousy, etc., and his mind not 
being disturbed he is able to practise Knowledge. 

Therefore works are obligatory on the Asramas 
and are also means to Knowledge. 

Topic 9: Tho'se who stand midxvay between two 

Asramas are also entitled to Knowledge. 

^ g, II II 

(Persons standing) in between (two Asra- 
mas) ^ and g also such cases being seen. 

36. And (persons standing) in be- 
tween (two Asramas) are also (entitled to 
Knowledge), because such cases are seen. 

. The question is raised whether persons of 
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dubious position — ^Trho have not the means etc, to 
do the duties ol an Asrama, or who stand midway 
between two Asramas, as for example a widower — 
are entitled to Knowledge or not. The opponent 
holds that they are not, since they cannot do the 
works of any Asrama which are means to Knowl- 
edge. This Sutra says that they are entitled, for 
such cases are seen irom the scriptures, as for 
example Raikva and Gargi, who had the knowledge 
of Brahman. Vide Chh. 4. 1 and Brih. 8. 6 and 8. 

sif^r ^ II II 

^ ^ Further the Smriti records such cases. 

37. The Smriti also records such 
cases. 

♦ Samvarta and other Rishis, without doing the 
works enjoined on the Asramas, became great Yogis. 



Favour due to special works ^ and. 

88. And special works favour (Know- 
ledge). 

A widower, who cannot be said to be a house- 
holder in the proper sense of the word or a poor 
man who has not the means to perform the duties 
of the Asrama, can attain Knowledge through special 
works like pi’ayer, fasting, Japa etc,, which are not 
opposed to the condition of those who do not belong 
to any Asrama. 
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li II 


"•R?: Than this g but fTOT the other ^T5i: better 
f%iri?T because of the indicatory marks and. 

39. But better than this is the other 
(state of being in some Asraina or other), 
(being maintained by the Sruti and the 
Smriti) and because of the indicatory 
marks (in the Sruti and the Smriti). 

Though it is possible for one who stands be- 
tween two Asramas to attain Knowledge, yet both 
the Sruti and Smriti say directly and indirectly that 
it is a better means to Knowledge to belong to 
some Asrama. ‘‘The Brahmanas seek to know It 
through . . . sacrifices’^ etc. (Brih. 4. 4. 22) — this is 
a direct statement of the Sruti ; “Any other knower of 
Brahman who has done good deeds” etc. (Brih. 
4. 4. 9), and “Let not a Brahmana stay even for a 
day outside the . Asrama” — these are indirect state- 
ments of the Sruti and Smriti respectively. 


Topic 10: One who has taken the vow of lifelong 
celibacy (Sannydsa) cannot revert back to his 
former stages of life, 

II 90 II 

For one who has attained that (the highest 
Asrama) g but ^ no ^^RTT’sf: ceasing from that of 
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Jainiini (is this opihfon) also on 

account of rtsJ;rict!ons prohibiting such reversion. 

40. But for one who has risen to the 
highest Asrama (Le. Sannyasa) there is no 
reverting (to the preceding ones), on 
account of restrictions prohibiting such 
reversion. Jaimini also (is of this opin- 
ion). 

The question whether one who has embraced 
Sannyasa can go back to the previous Asrama is 
taken up for discussion. This Sutra says that he 
cannot, because the Sruti expressly forbids it. ‘‘He is 
to go to the forest he is not to return from there.’’ 
But there are no rules allowing a reversion, like 
those which sanction the ascent to higher Asramas. 
It is alsu against approved custom. So one cannot 
revert from Sannyasa. 

Topic 11: Expiation for one who transgresses the 
vow of lifelong celibacy. 

*81 »raHTgJTT5TT?J., 

a^?Thrnr^n It 

5T Not ^ and (expiation) mentioned in 

the chapter dealing with the qualification ^ even 
becau.se a fall (in his case) is inferred 
froni the Smriti and because of its inefficacy 

(in his case). 

28 
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41. And (the expiation), although 
mentioned in the chapter dealing with 
qualifications (in Purva Mimamsa), is not 
(with reference to one who has taken the 
vow of lifelong celibacy), because a fall (in 
his case) is inferred from the Smriti, and 
because of its (of the expiatory ceremony) 
inefficacy (in his case). 

The case of those who have taken the vow of 
lifelong celibacy and yet have transgressed this vow 
through a mistake in judgment, is taken up for 
discussion. The opponent, whose view is given in 
this Sutra, holds that for such transgressions there 
is no expiation. For no such ceremony is mentioned 
with respect to them, the one mentioned in Purva 
Mimamsa 6. 8. 22 referring to ordinary Brahma- 
charins, who are students, and not to Naishthika 
Brahmacharins. It can also be inferred that the 
Smriti declares such lapses as not expiable. A behead- 
ed man cannot be cured. ^^For him who lapses after 
having embraced the vow of a Naishthika Brahma- 
chS,ri I see no expiatory ceremony by which such a 
suicide can be purified.^’ The Smriti here does not 
refer to the ordinary Brahmacharin, and so the expia- 
tory ceremony applies only to them and not to the 
Naishthika. Moreover, the ceremony referred to in 
Purva Mimamsa is not efficacious in his case, for, 
to perform the ceremony he will have to light the 
sacrificial fire and therefore have to marry, which 
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means that he will tease to be a Naishthika there- 
after. 

Prefixed with ‘Upa% i.e. an Upapataka or 
a minor sin g but some the existence 
as in the case of eating this is ex- 

plained in Purva Mimamsa. 

42. But some (consider this trans- 
gression on the part of the Naishthika) a 
minor sin (and therefore claim) the exist- 
ence (of expiation for it), as in the case of 
eating (prohibited food by ordinary Brah- 
macharins). This is explained in Purva 
Mimamsa. 

Some, however, think that such lapses on the 
part of a Naishthika, other than disloyalty to 
teacher ^s wife etc., are minor sins and not major 
ones, and so can be expiated by proper ceremonies, 
even as ordinary Brahmacharins who take prohibited 
food are again purified by expiatory ceremonies. 
The reference to the text denying any such ceremony 
in his case is meant only to bring home to the Naish- 
thika Brahmachari the grave responsibility on his 
part so that he may struggle with all his soul. 
Similarly in the case of the recluse and the Sannyasin. 
As a matter of fact, the Smriti does prescribe the 
purificatory ceremony for both the recluse and the 
Sannyasin. ‘‘The recluse when he has broken his 
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vows undergoes the Krichchhra penance for twelve 
nights and then develops a place which is full of 
trees and grass.’’ The Sannyasin also undergoes the 
purificatory ceremony, with certain modifications. 

Topic 12: The lifelong celibate who lapses in hisr 
vows to be shunned by society. 

Outside g but in either case 

from the Smriti ^I’^^cT^from custom ^ and. 

43. But in either case (they are to be 
kept) outside the society, on account of 
the Smriti and custom. 

Whether the lapses be regarded as major sins or 
minor sins, in either case good people are to avoid 
such transgressors ; because the Smriti and approved 
custom both condemn them. 

Topic IS: The meditations connected imth ihc sub- 
ordinate members of sacrificial acts are to be gone 
through by the priest and not by the sacrificcr. 

|| || 

To the sacrificer from the decla- 

ration of results in the Sruti thus Atreya. 

44. To the sacrificer (belongs the 
agentship in meditations), because the 
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Sruti declares a fruit (for it) ; thus Atreya 
(thinks). 

The question is raised as to who is to observe 
the meditations connected with subordinate members 
of sacrificial acts, whether it is the sacrificer or the 
priest. The opponent, represented by the sage 
Atreya, holds that it is to be obscrv^ed by the sacri- 
ficers as the Sruti declares a special fruit for these 
meditations. 

^ II ii 

The duty of the Rilvik (priest) Tfe thus 
Audulomi TO for that ff because he 

is paid. 

45. (They are) the duty of the Ritvik 
(priest), thus thinks Audolomi, because he 
is j)aid for that (i.e. the performance of 
the whole sacrifice). 

Since the priest is paid for all his acts, and 
thereby the fruit of all his acts is, as it were, pur- 
chased by the sacrificer, the meditations also come 
under this category and have to be observed by 
the priest and not the sacrificer. This is the view 
of the sage Audulomi. 

II II 

From the Sruti ’^and. 

46. And because the Sruti so declares. 
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‘‘Whatever blessing the priests pray for at the 
sacrifice, they pray for the good of the sacrificer’^ 
(Sat. Br. 1. 8. 1. 26). Such texts declare that the 
fruit of meditations in which the priest is the agent, 
goes to the sacrificer. Therefore Audulomi’s view is 
correct, being supported by the Sruti texts. 


Topic H: In Brih. 3.5.1 meditativeness is enjoined 
besides scholarship and the childlike state. 



: f^T- 

«« II 


Injunction of another auxiliary (to 
Knowledge) as an alternative WJ: for one who 
possesses it (Le. Knowledge) a third one 

as in the case of injunctions and the like. 


47. (The meditative state is) the in- 
junction of another auxiliary (to Knowl- 
edge), which is a third one (besides the two 
expressly enjoined), as an alternative 
(where the knowledge of diversity is per- 
sistent) for one who possesses Knowledge ; 
as in the case of injunctions and the like. 

“Therefore a knower of Brahman, having done 
with scholarship should remain like a child (free 
from anger, passions, etc.) ; and after having finished 
with this state and with learning he becomes medita- 
tive (Muni)’’ (Brih. 8. 5. 1). The question is whether 
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the meditative state is enjoined or not. The 
opponent holds that it is not enjoined, as there is 
no word indicating an injunction. The text merely 
says that he becomes a Muni or meditative, whereas 
with respect to scholarship pnd the state of a child 
free from all passions, it expressly enjoins, ^one 
should remain’ etc. Moreover, scholarship refers to 
Knowledge and therefore includes Munihood which 
also more or less refers to Knowledge. Therefore 
there is no newness with respect to Munihood in 
the text, it being included in scholarship already, 
and not being an Apurva it has no injunctive value. 

This Sutra refutes this view and says that 
Munihood or meditativeness is enjoined in the text 
as a third requisite besides scholarship and the state 
of a child. For Munihood is not merely Knowledge 
but meditativeness, continuous devotion to Knowl- 
edge and as such it is different from scholarship. 
Hence, not having been referred to before, it is a 
new thing (Apurva), and therefore the text has 
injunctive value. Such meditativeness has a value 
for a Sannyasin who is not yet established in the 
knowledge of unity, and persistently experiences 
diversity owing to past impressions, 

II II 

On account of the householder’s life 
including all ^ verily (the chapter), ends 

with the householder 
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48. Verily, on account of the house- 
holder’s life including (duties from) all 
(the other stages of life), the chapter ends 
with the (enumeration of the duties of the) 
householder. 

In the Chhandogya Upanishad we find that after 
enumerating the duties of the Brahmacharin it 
enumerates those of the householder, and there it 
ends without any mention of Sannyasa. If this also 
is one of the Asramas, why is nothing said about it 
in that place ? The Sutra says that in order to lay 
stress on the householder's life, to show its import- 
ance, the Sruti ends there without referring to 
Sannyasa, and not because it is not one of the pre- 
scribed Asramas. The householder’s life is important 
because for him are prescribed, besides his own 
duties, those of other Asramas like study, control 
of the senses, etc. It includes more or less duties of 
all Asramas. 

ift^^^Even as the state of a Muni (Sannyasa) 
of the others even on account of 

scriptural instruction. 

49. Because the scripture enjoins the 
other (stages of life, viz. Brahmacharya 
and Vanaprastha) even as it enjoins the 
state of a Muni (Sannyasa). 
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Just as the Sruti enjoins Sannyasa and house- 
holder’s life, sh aljjo it enjoins the life of a recluse 
and that oi a student. Hence the scriptures enjoin all 
the four Asramas or stages of life to be gone through, 
in sequence or alternatively. The plural number 
^others’ instead of the dual is to denote the different 
classes of these two stages of life. 

Topic 15: Childlike state means the state of 
inriocence, being free fro'ia anger, passion, etc. 

Without manifesting himself on 

account of the context. 

50 . (The childlike state means) with- 
out manifesting himself, on account of the 
context. 

In the passage of the Brihadaranyaka quoted in 
Sutra 47, the childlike state is enjoined on an aspirant 
after Knowledge. The question is what is exactly 
meant by this? Does it mean to be like a child 
without any idea of purity and impurity and doing 
whatever one likes, or does it mean to be guileless 
and without the sense of egoism as a child? The 
Sutra says it is the latter and not the former, 
because that is detrimental to Knowledge. It means 
one has not to manifest or give vent to any of the 
passions and has to be guileless and without the sense 
of egoism. It refers to the innate innocence of a 
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child. Such a meaning alone is appropriate to the 
context, purity and innocence being helpful to 
Knowledge. 

Topic 16 : The time of the origination of Knowledge 
when the Vidyd is practised. 

In this life ^ even if there is 

no obstruction to it (the means adopted) 
because it is so seen from the scriptures. 

51. (The fruition of Knowledge may 
take place) even in this life if there be no 
obstruction to it (the means adopted)^ 
because it is so seen from the scriptures. 

From Sutra 26 the various means to Knowledge 
have been discussed. The question now is whether 
Knowledge resulting from these means comes in 
this life or in the life to come. This Sutra says 
that it may come in this life only if there is no 
obstruction to its manifestation from extraneous 
causes. For it often happens that when the fruition 
of Knowledge is about to take place it is retarded 
by the fruit of some other stronger work, which is 
also about to fructify. In such cases Knowledge 
comes in the next life. That is why the scriptures 
declare that it is difficult to realize the Self. ‘‘Even 
to hear of It is not available to many; many even 
having heard of It cannot comprehend’’ etc. (Kath. 
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1. 7). The Gita also says : ^^There he is united 

with the inteliigenee acquired in his former body” 
etc. (Gita 6. 43); “The Yogi, striving assiduously, 
purified of taint, gradually gaining perfection through 
many births, then reaches the highest goal” (Ibid 
0. 45). Moreover, that Knowledge sometimes fructi- 
fies in the next life is known from the life of 
V5madeva who possessed Knowledge even while he 
was in the womb. This shows that it must have 
been the result of his past actions, for he could not 
have practised any Vidyas in the womb. Knowledge 
did not manifest in his previous life owing to obstruc- 
tion, and this being removed when he was in the 
womb, Knowledge fructified as a result of his past 
Sadhana. 

Topic 17 : There is no difference in Liberation, 
i.e, in the cognition of Brahman — it is of one 
kind in all cases, 

II II 

Like this there is no rule with 

respect to Liberation, the fruit (of Knowledge) 

because the Sruti asserts that state (to be 
immutable),* 

52 . With respect to Liberation, the 
fruit (of Knowledge) there is no rule like 



444 BRAHMA-SUTRAS [3.4.52 

this, because the Sruti asserts that state 
(to be immutable). 

In the last Sutra it was seen that Knowledge 
may result in this life or the next according to the 
absence or presence of obstructions and the intens- 
ity of the means adopted. Similarly a doubt may 
arise that there may be some such rule with respect 
to Liberation also, which is the fruit of Knowledge. 
In other words, the question is whether Liberation 
can be delayed after Knowledge, and whether there 
are degrees of Knowledge according to the qualifica- 
tions of the aspirant. This Sutra says that no such 
rule exists with respect to Liberation. Because the 
Sruti texts assert that the nature of final release 
is uniform, without any variations of degree in it. 
The state of final release is nothing but Brahman. 
“The knower of Brahman becomes Brahman/’ and 
there can be no variety in it, as Brahman is without 
qualities. Difference is possible only where there 
are qualities, as in the case of the Saguna Brahman, 
about which according to difference in Vidyas there 
may be difference in the cognitions. But with respect 
to the cognition of Brahman, it can be only one 
and not many. Neither can there be any delay in 
the attainment of Liberation after Knowledge has 
dawned for knowledge of Brahman itself is Liberation. 

The repetition of the clause ‘Because the Sruti 
asserts that state’ is to show that the chapter ends 
here. 



CHAPTER IV 
Section i 

In the third chapter the means to Knowledge 
were discussed. In this chapter the result of Knowl- 
edge and some other topics are taken up for dis- 
cussion. In the beginning, however, a special dis- 
cussion connected with the means to Knowledge is 
dealt with. 

Topic 1 : The meditation on the Atinan enjoined by 
the scriptures is to be repeated- till Knowledge 
is attained. 

\ II 

Repetition (is necessary) repeatedly 

on account of instruction by the scriptures, 

1. The repetition (of hearing, reflec- 
tion, and meditation on the teaching of 
the Self is necessary), on account of the 
repeated instruction by the scriptures. 

‘‘The Self, my dear Maitreyi, should be realized 
— should be heard of, reflected on, and meditated 
upon’’ (Brih. 2 . 4 . 5 ). “The intelligent aspirant after 
Brahman, knowing about this alone, should attain 
intuitive knowledge” (Brih. 4 . 4 . 21 ). The question 
arises whether what is enjoined in this is to be done 
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once only or repeatedly. The opponent holds that 
it is to be observed once only, even as sacrifices like 
Prayaja are to be performed once only to yield the 
desired result. This Sutra refutes the view and says 
that the hearing etc. must be repeated till there is 
intuition of Brahman. Of course, if the knowledge 
of Brahman is attained by a single act, it is well 
and good ; otherwise there is the necessity of 
repetition till the Knowledge dawns. It is the 
repetition of these acts that finally leads to 
intuition. The case of the Prayaja is not to the 
point. For there the result is Adrishta, which yields 
fruit at some particular future time. Here the 
result is directly perceived, and so, if the result is 
not there, the process must be repeated till the 
result is seen. Moreover, scriptural texts like the 
first one cited above give repeated instruction, 
thereby signifying the repetition of the means. 
Again ‘meditation’ '^nd ‘reflection’ imply a repetition 
of the mental act, for when we say, ‘he meditates 
on it’, we imply the continuity of the act of 
remembrance of the object. Similarly with respect 
to ‘reflection’. It follows, therefore, that there 
must be repetition of the instruction. This holds 
good even in those cases where the texts do not give 
instruction repeatedly, as for example, in the second 
text cited above. 

fejfTsg II R II 

On account of the indicatory mark ^ and. 
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2. And on account of the indicatory 
mark. 

‘‘Reflect upon the rays, and you will have many 
sons’’ (Chh. 1. 5. 2). This text prescribes repeated 
meditation by asking to meditate on the Udgitha as 
the rays instead of as the sun. And what holds 
good in this case is equally applicable to other 
meditations also. And it is not true that repetition 
is not necessary. If it were so, the Sruti would not 
have taught the truth of the statement ‘That thou 
art’ repeatedly. There may be people who are so 
advanced, and so little attached to the world of 
sense objects, that in their case a single hearing of 
the statement may result in Knowledge. But gener- 
ally such advanced souls are very rare. Ordinary 
people, who are deeply rooted in the idea of the 
body and the senses, do not realize the truth by a 
single enunciation of it. This wrong notion of theirs 
goes only through repeated practice of the truth, 
and it is only then that Knowledge dawns. So 
repetition has the effect of removing this wrong 
notion gradually, till even the last trace of it is 
removed. When the body consciousness is com- 
pletely removed, the Self manifests Itself in all 
purity. 

Topic 2: In the meditations on the Supreme 
Brahman the meditator is to comprehend 
It as identical with himself. 
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As the self g but acknowledge 

teach also. 

3. But (the Sruti texts) acknowledge 
(Brahman) as the self (of the meditator) 
and also teach others (to realize It as 
such). 

The question whether Brahman is to be compre- 
hended by the individual soul as identical with it 
or separate from it, is taken up for discussion. The 
opponent holds that Brahman is to be comprehended 
as diifferent from the individual soul on account of 
their essential difference. For one is subject to 
misery, while the other is not. This Sutra refutes 
the view and holds that Brahman is to be compre- 
hended as identical with one’s self; for in reality 
the two are identical, the experience of misery etc. 
by the individual soul — in other words, the Jiva- 
hood — being due to the limiting adjunct, the internal 
organ. (Vide 2. ’3. 29 ante.) For instance, the 
Jabalas acknowledge it. am indeed Thou, 

O Lord, and Thou art indeed myself.” Other 
scriptural texts also say the same thing : ‘‘I am 
Brahman” (Brih. 1. 4. 10); ^‘This self is the 
Brahman” (Ma. 2). These texts are to be taken in 
their primary, and not secondary sense, as in, ‘‘The 
mind is Brahman” (Chh. 8. 18. 1), where the text 
presents the mind as a symbol for contemplation. 

Hence we have to meditate on Brahman as being 
the self. 
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Topic 3 : where symbols oj Brahman are used 
jar con tern pin vion, the meditator is not to 
comprehend them as identical ivith him, 

57 57 II V 

^ Not in the symbol *t is not because W, he. 

4. (The meditator is) not (to see the 
self) in the symbol, because he is not 
(that). 

“The mind is Brahman’* (Chh. 8. 18. 1). In 
such meditations, where the mind is taken as a 
symbol of Brahman, is the meditator to identify 
himself with the mind, as in the case of the medita- 
tion “[ am Brahman”? The opponent holds that 
he should, for the mind is a product of Brahman 
according to Vedanta, and as such it is one with It. 
So is the individual soul, the meditator, one with 
Brahman. Hence it follow^s that the meditator also 
is one with the mind, and therefore he should see 
his self in the mind in this meditation also. This 
Sutra refutes it. In the first place, if the symbol, 
mind, is cognized as identical with Brahman, then it 
ceases to be a symbol, even as when we realize an 
ornament as gold, we forget its individual character 
of being an ornament. Again, if the meditator is 
conscious of his identity with Brahman, then he 
ceases to be the individual soul, the meditator. The 
act of meditation can take place only where these 
^9 
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distinctions exist, and unity has not been realized; 
and where there is knowledge of diversity, the 
meditator is quite distinct from the symbol. As 
such he is not to see his self in the symbol. 

Topic 4: In meditations on symbols the latter 
are to be viewed as Brahman and not in 
the reverse %vay, 

II ^ II 

Viewing as Brahman on account 

of the elevation. 

5. (The symbol is) to be viewed as 
Brahman (and not in the reverse way), on 
account of the elevation (of the symbol 
thereby). 

In meditations on symbols as in, ‘‘The mind is 
Brahman”, “The sun is Brahman” the question is 
whether the symbol is to be regarded as Brahman, 
or Brahman as the symbol. The Sutra says that 
the symbols, the mind and the sun, are to be regarded 
as Brahman and not vice versa. Because it is only 
by looking upon an inferior thing as a superior thing 
that we can progress, and not in the reverse way. 
Inasmuch as our aim is to get rid of the idea of 
differentiation and see Brahman in everything, we 
have to meditate upon these symbols as That. 
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Topic 5: In meditations on the members of 
sacrificial acts the idea of the divinity is to 
he superimposed on the members 
and not vice versa. 

it ^ n 

The ideas of the sun etc. ^ and 
in a subordinate member (of sacrificial acts) ; 

because of consistency. 

6. And the ideas of the sun etc. (are 
to be superimposed) on the subordinate 
members (of sacrificial acts), because (in 
that way alone would the statement of the 
scriptures) be consistent. 

“One ought to meditate upon that which shines 
yonder as the XJdgitha’’ (Chh. 1. 3. 1); “One ought to 
meditate upon the Saman as fivefold’’ etc. (Chh. 2. 
2. 1). In meditations connected with sacrificial acts 
as given in the texts quoted, how is the meditation 
to be observed } For example, in the first cited 
text, is the sun to be viewed as the Udgitha, or the 
Udgitha as the sun.^ Between the Udgitha and the 
sun there is nothing to show which is superior, as 
in the previous Sutra, where Brahman being pre- 
eminent, the symbol was viewed as Brahman. This 
Sutra says that the members of sacrificial acts, as here 
the Udgitha, are to be viewed as the sun and so on. 
Because by so doing the fruit of the sacrificial act is 
enhanced, as the scriptures say. If we view the 
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Udgitha as the sun, it undergoes a certain ceremonial 
purification and thereby contributes to the Apurva, 
the invisible fruit of the whole sacrifice. But by the 
reverse way, the sun being viewed as the Udgitha, 
the purification of the sun by this meditation will 
not contribute to the Apurva, inasmuch as the sun 
is not a member of the sacrificial act. So if the 
statement of the scriptures that the meditations 
enhance the result of the sacrifice, is to come true, 
the members of the sacrificial acts are to be viewed 
as the sun etc. 

Topic 6 : One is to meditate sittings 

3TT#si:, II ® II 

Sitting because of the possibility. 

7. (One has to practise Upasana) 
sitting, because (in that way alone) it is 
possible. ; 

As Upasana or contemplation is a mental affair, 
the posture of the body is immaterial — says the oppo- 
nent. This Sutra says that one has to meditate sit- 
ting, for it is not possible to meditate while standing 
or lying down. In Upasana one has to concentrate 
one^s mind on a single object, and this is impossible 
if one is standing or lying. 

II d II 

On account of meditation (implying that) 

M and. 
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8. And on account of meditation 
(implying that). 

The word ^Up^sana’ also means exactly what 
meditation means, viz. concentrating on a single 
object, with fixed look, and without any movement 
of the limbs. This is possible only in a sitting 
posture. 

i| ^ II 

Immobility ^ and referring to. 

9. And referring to (its) immobility 
(the scriptures attribute meditativeness 
to the earth). 

‘‘The earth meditates as it were^^ — in such state- 
ments meditativeness is ascribed to the earth on 
account of its immobility or steadiness. So we learn 
that steadiness is a concomittance of meditation, and 
that is possible only while sitting and not while 
standing or walking. 

^^^11 \9 II 

The Smriti texts say ^ also. 

10. The Smriti texts also say (the 
same thing). 

“Having made a firm seat for one’s self on a pure 
spot” etc. (GitS, 6. 11) — in this text the sitting 
posture is prescribed for meditation. 
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Topic 7: With respect to meditation there is 
no restriction of place. 

U ll 

Wherever concentration of mind ^ 

there for want of any specification. 

11. Wherever concentration of mind 
(is attained), there (it is to be practised), 
there being no specification (as to place). 

The object of meditation is to attain concentra- 
tion, and so any place is good if concentration is 
attained in that place. That is why the scriptures 
say, ^‘Select any place suitable and convenient” ; 
‘‘Where the mind is buoyant there one should 
concentrate”, and so on. But places that are clean, 
free from pebbles, fire, sand, and so on, are desirable, 
as such places are helpful to meditation. But all the 
same there are no fixed rules as to place. 

Topic 8: Meditations are to he observed till death. 

sn H II H 

^ death aa then even because 

is seen ( from the scriptures ) . 

12. Till death (meditations have to 
be observed), because (their observance) 
even at that moment is seen (from the 
scriptures). 

In the first topic of this section it was said that 
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meditations on Brahjman are to be repeated till 
Knowledge dawrs. The question is how taken up 
about other meditations which are practised for 
attaining certain results. The opponent holds that 
such meditations can be stopped after a certain time ; 
they would still yield results, like sacrifices performed 
only once. This Sutra says that they are to be 
continued till death, for the Sruti and Smriti say so. 
“With whatever thought he passes away from this 
world” (Sat. Br. 10, 0. 8. 1). “Remembering what- 
ever form of being he leaves this body” etc. (Gita 8. 
6). Such a thouglit at the Lime of death as fixes the 
course of life hereafter cannot be had at that moment 
without lifelong practice. Hence meditations must 
be practfsed till death. 

Topic 9 : Knoivled^e of Brahman frees one from 
the effects of all past and future evil deeds. 

^^^11 II 

When that is realized of the 

subsequent and previous sins non-clinging 

and destruction because it is declared (by 

the scriptures). 

13. When that (Brahman) is realized 
(there result) the non-clinging and de- 
struction of the subsequent and previous 
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sins respectively, because it is (so) declared 
(by the scriptures). 


The state of Jivanmukti is described here. The 
opponent holds that Liberation is attained, in spite 
of Knowledge, only after one has experienced the 
results of one’s sins committed before illumination. 
For the Smritis say, ‘^Karma is not destroyed before 
it has given its results.” The law of Karma is 
inexorable. This Sutra says that when a person 
attains Knowledge, all his past sins are destroyed 
and future sins do not cling to him. For by realizing 
Brahman he experiences that he never was, nor is, 
nor will be an agent, and such a person cannot be 
affected by the result of sins. The scriptures also 
declare that. ^^Just as cotton growing on reeds is 
burnt when thrown into fire, even so are burnt the 
sins of one who knowing this offers Agnihotra” 
(Chh. 5. 24. 3) ; ^^he fetters of the heart are broken, 
all doubts are solved, and all works are destroyed 
when He who is high and low is seen” (Mu. 2. 2. 8) ; 
^^As water does not wet the lotus leaf, even so no 
sins cling to him who knows it” (Chh. 4, 14. 3). 
What the Smritis say about the inexorability of the 
law of Karma is true only of ordinary people, and 
does not hold good in the case of the knowers of 
Brahman. And in this way alone can Liberation 
result — ^by snapping the chain of work. Otherwise 
Liberation can never take place. 
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. Topic 10: Good deeds likewise cease to affect 
the hnower of Brahman^ 

Wftw Of the other also ^^^^thus non- 

clinging at death g but. 

14. Thus there is non-clinging of the 
other (i.e. virtue) also ; but at death 
(Liberation i.e. Videhamukti is certain). 

As a knower of B^'aliraan has no idea of a.»ency 
he is not affected by good deeds also. He goes 
beyond vice and virtue. ‘‘He overcomes both’’ 
(Brih. 4. 4. 22). And as he is not touched by vice or 
virtue after illumination, and as his past sins are 
destroyed by Knowledge, his Liberation at death is 
certain. 

Topic 11: Works which have not begun to yield 
results are alone destroyed by Knowledge and not 
those which have already begun to yield results. 

gRT?:g q [gKT^ 3 1?, II II 

Works which have not begun to yield 
results only g but g? former works that 

(death) being the limit. 

15. But (of his) former works only 
those which have not begun to yield results 
(are destroyed by Knowledge); (for) death 
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is the limit (set by the scriptures for 
Liberation to take place). 

In the last two topics it has been said that all 
the past works of a knower of Brahman are destroyed. 
Now past works are of two kinds : Sanchita (accu- 
mulated) i,(\ those wh?bh have not yet begun to bear 
fruit, and Prarabdha (commenced) i.e. those which 
have begun to yield results, and have produced the 
body through which a person has attained Knowl- 
edge. The opponent holds that both these are de- 
stroyed, because the Mundaka text cited says that all 
his works are destroyed. Moreover, the idea of non- 
agency of the knower is the same with respect to 
Sanchita or Prarabdha work; therefore it is reason- 
able that both are destroyed when Knowledge dawns. 

The Sutra refutes this view and says that only 
the Sanchita works are destroyed by Knowledge, but 
not the Prarabdha, which are destroyed only by 
being worked out. So long as the momentum of 
these works lasts, the knower of Brahman has to be 
in the body. When they are exhausted, the body 
falls off, and he attains perfection. His Knowledge 
cannot check these works, even as an archer has no 
control over the arrows already discharged, wdiich 
come to rest only when their momentum is exhausted. 
The Sruti declares this in texts like, ‘‘And for him 
the delay is only so long as he is not liberated (from 
this body); and then he is one (with Brahman)’^ 
(Chh. G. 14. 2). If it were not so, then there would 
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be no teachers of Knowledge. Therefore the Prarab- 
dha works are not destroyed by Knowledge. 

Topic 12: Obligatory works are however excepted 
jrom the rule mentioned in topic 10, 

g ii ii 

(Daily) Agnihotra etc. g but 
contribute to the same result as that (Knowledge) 
only fTr[-53:siiiTrT that being seen (from the 
scriptures). 

16 . But (the results of daily) Agni- 
hotra etc. (are not destroyed by Knowl- 
edge ; these) contribute to the very same 
result as Knowledge {i.e. Liberation), 
because that is seen from the scriptures. 

Among works some are enjoined for attaining 
certain results such as heaven, and there are others 
like the daily Agnihotra which yield no such results 
and yet are enjoined as a sort of discipline. The 
opponent holds that even these regular works 
(Nitya Karma) performed before the dawming of 
Knowledge are destroyed, even as works done with 
desires (Kamya Karma), for from the standpoint of 
the knower of Brahman his non-agency with respect 
to both is the same. This Sutra refutes that view 
and says that the regular works performed in the 
past are not destroyed. Works are of two kinds : 
those which yield specific results, and those which 
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help to produce Knowledge. Obligatory regular 
works performed before Knowledge are of this latter 
kind. And since Knowledge leads to Liberation, the 
regular works also may be said to contribute indirect- 
ly to that. Hence their results persist till death. 

ii ii 

From this different also h indeed 
T[f|isn^ of some (Sakhas) of both. 

17. (There are) indeed (good works) 
also different from this (daily Agnihotra 
and the like), (with reference to which 
is the statement) of some (Sdkh&s) ; 
(this is the view) of both (Jaimini and 
Badarayana). 

Besides the Nitya Karma or regular works like 
the daily Agnihotra and the like there are other good 
works which are * performed with a view to certain 
results. It is with reference to these that the follow- 
ing statement of some Sakhas is made : ^‘His sons 
get his inheritance — friends his good works and 
enemies his evil actions.*’ Both Jaimini and 
Badarayana are of opinion that works done with 
a desire do not help the origination of Knowledge. 

Topic 13: Sacrificial works not combined xvith 
knowledge or meditations also help in the 
origination of Knowledge. 

II II 
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Whatever %I2?T with knowledge thus 

because. 

18 . Because (the statement), ‘What- 
ever (he does) with knowledge,” indicates 
this. 

Regular works (Nitya Karma) which help the 
origination of Knowledge are of two kinds, those 
combined with meditations, those unaccompanied by 
them. Since w^ork combined with meditations is 
superior to work done without meditations, the 
opponent holds that the former alone helps the 
odgination of Knowledge. This Sutra refutes it and 
says that in the statement, ‘‘That alone which is 
performed with knowledge .. . . becomes more power- 
ful” (Chh. 1. 1. 10), the comparative degree shows 
that works done without knowledge, that is, not 
combined with meditations, are not altogether useless, 
though the other class is more powerful. 

Topic 1]^: On the exhaustion oj Prdrabdha work 
through enjoyment the knower of Brahman 
attains oneness with It, 

II U II 

By enjoyment g but of the other two 
works having exhausted becomes one 

(with Brahman). 

19 . But having exhausted by enjoy- 
merit the other two works (viz. good and 
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evil works that have begun to bear fruit), 
(he) becomes one (with Brahman). 

The opponent argues that even as a knower of 
Brahman sees diversity while living, so also even after 
death he will continue to see diversity; in other 
words, he denies that the knower of Brahman attains 
oneness with Brahman at death. This Sutra refutes 
it and says that the Prarabdha works are destroyed 
through fruition, and though till then the knower of 
Brahman has to be in the relative world as a Jivan- 
mukta, yet when these are exhausted by being worked 
out, he attains oneness with Brahman at death. He 
no longer sees any diversity, owing to the absence of 
any cause like the Prarabdha, and since all works 
including the Prarabdha are destroyed at death, he 
attains oneness with Brahman. 



CHAPTER IV 


Section ii 

In the previous section it was shown that by the 
destruction of actions \/hich have not as yet begun 
to yield results a knower of Brahman attains Jivan- 
inukti, and that on the exhaustion of the Prarabdha 
work he attains Videhamukti at death and becomes 
one with Brahman. Thus in a general way the 
result of Knowledge has been set forth. The remain- 
ing three sections deal at length with the nature of 
Liberation, which is attained on the exhaustion of 
the Prarabdha Karma. In this particular section 
the pa^h of the gods, by which the knower of the 
Saguna Brahman travels after death, is described. 
With this end in view it begins with the exposition of 
the successive steps by which the soul passes out of 
the body at death. 

Tojyic 1: At the time oj death the functions of 
the organs are merged in mind, 

ii ^ ii 

Speech in mind because it is 

so seen from scriptural statements ^ and. 

1. Speech (is merged) in mind, be- 
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cause it is so seen, and there are scriptural 
statements (to that effect). 

*^When, my dear, the man departs from here, 
his speech merges in mind, mind in Prana, Prana in 
Fire, and Fire in the Highest Deity^’ (Chh. 6. 8. 6). 
This text describes what happens at the time of 
death. It says that speech gets merged in mind, 
mind in Prana, and so on. Now the question is 
whether the organ of speech as such gets merged in 
mind, or only its function. The opponent holds that 
as there is no mention in the text about the function 
of speech getting merged, we have to understand that 
the organ itself gets merged in mind. 

The Sutra refutes this view and says that only 
the function of the organ of speech gets merged in 
mind. Mind is not the material cause of the organs, 
and as such they cannot get merged in it. It is only 
in the material cause that the effects get merged, and 
as mind is not the material cause of the organs, we 
have to understand here by speech not the organ, 
but its function. A function of the organ, unlike 
the organ itself, can get merged in mind, even though 
it is not the cause of that function, just as the 
burning property of fire, which has its start in 
wood, becomes extinct in water. The scriptural 
statement therefore refers to the function of speech, 
the function and the thing to which it belongs being 
viewed as one. We also notice that a dying man 
first loses his function of speech, though his mind is 
still functioning. So we have to understand from 



4.2.8] BRAHMA-SUTRAS ^ m 

experience also that the function of speech, and not 
the organ itself, if merged in mind. 

sra il 5^ 11 

For the same reason ^ and all 

(organs) after. 

2. And for the same reason all 
(organs) follow (mind, i.e. get their fnnc- 
tione merged in it). 

For the same reasons as stated in Sutra 1 the 
functions of the remaining organs follow, i.e. get 
merged in mind. “The fire is verily the Udana, for 
they in whom the fire has been extinguished, go for 
rebirth with their organs absorbed in mind’’ (Pi*. 8. 
9). This text shows that the functions of all the 
organs get merged in mind. 

Topic 2: The function of mind gets merged 
in Prdna, 

sn5t, ^ a 

W[ That mind in Prana from the 

subsequent clause ( of the Sruti ). 

3. That mind (is merged) in Pr&na, 
(as is seen) from the subsequent clause (of 
the Sruti cited). 

That mind, in which the functions of the differ- 
ent organs get merged, in its turn gets merged in 

80 
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a 

Pr&na, for the Sruti cited in Sutra 1 says, ^‘Mind in 
Prana/’ The opponent holds that here, unlike the 
case of the organs, it is mind itself, and not its func- 
tion, that gets merged in Prana, inasmuch as Prana 
ean be said to be the material cause of mind. In 
support of his contention he cites the following texts : 
‘‘Mind consists of food, Prana of water” (Chh. 6. 6. 
5) and “Water sent forth earth” (Chh. 6. 2. 4). 
When mind is merged in Prana, it is the same thing 
AS earth being merged in water, for mind is food 
or earth, and Prana is water. Hence the Sruti here 
speaks not of the function of mind, but of mind 
itself getting merged in Prana. The Sutra refutes 
this view and says that this relation of causality 
by an indirect process does not justify our under- 
standing that mind itself is merged in Prana. So 
here also it is the function alone that gets merged, 
and this is justified on the same grounds as given in 
Sutra 1, viz. scriptural statement and experience. 
We find that mind ceases to function in a dying man, 
even while his vital force is functioning. 

Topic S: The function of the vital force 
gets merged in the individual soul. 

It a ii 

That ( Prana ) in the ruler ( Jiva ) 
on account of ( statements expressing ) 
approach to that etc. 
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4 That (Prana) is merged in the 
ruler (Jiva) on account of (statements 
expressing) approach to that etc. 

In the text cited in Sutra 1 we have, ‘*Pr&na 
(is merged) in fire.*’ How then can it be said that 
the function of Prana is merged in the individual 
soul, asks the opponent. The Sutra justifies its view 
on the ground that statements about Pranas coming 
to the Jiva etc. are found in scriptural texts. ^‘All 
the Pranas approach the departing man at the time 
of death” (Brih. 4. 3. 38). Also, ‘‘When it departs, 
the vital force follows” (Brih. 4. 4. 2). The text 
cited in Sutra 1 does not, however, contradict this 
view, as the following Sutra shows. 

II ^ II 

In the elements from the Sruti texts 

to that effect. 

5. In the elements (is merged) (the 
Jiva with the Pranas), as it is seen from 
the Sruti. 

If we understand, ‘‘Prana (is merged) in fire” 
as meaning that the Jiva with Prana is merged in 
fire, there is no contradiction between this Sruti text 
and what is said in the last Sutra. So Prana is first 
merged in the individual soul and then the soul with 
Prana takes its abode in the fine essence of the gross 
elements, fire etc., the seed of the future body. 
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Not in one ( both ) declare so f% 

for, 

6, (The soul with Prana is merged) 
not in one (element only), for both (the 
Sruti and Smriti) declare so. 

At the time of death, when the soul leaves one 
body and goes in for another, it together with the 
subtle body, abides in the fine essence of all the gross 
elements and not in fire only, for all the elements are 
required for a future body. Vide 8. 1. 2. 

Topic The mode of departure from the body up 
to the way is common to both a knower of the 
Saguna Brahman and an ordinary man. 

^nTT5n ii « ii 

Common M and '«n up to the 

beginning of their ways immortality W and 

not having burnt ( ignorance ). 

7. And common (is the mode of 
departure at the time of death for both 
the knower of the Saguna Brahman and 
the ignorant) up to the beginning of their 
ways ; and the immortality (of the knower 
of the Saguna Brahman is only relative), 
not having burnt (ignorance). 

For the knower of the Nirguna Brahman there is 
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no departure at ali, Leaving his case, the opponent 
says that the mode of departure from the body for 
the knower of the Saguna Brahman and the ignorant 
ought to be different, as they attain different abodes 
after death, the former reaching Brahmaloka and 
the latter being reborn in this world. This Sutra 
says that the knower of the Saguna Brahman enters 
at death the nerve Sushumna, and then goes out of 
the body, and takes to the path of the gods, while the 
ignorant enter some other nerve and go by another 
way to have rebirth. But till they enter on their 
respective ways, the method of departure at death 
is common to both, for it is something pertaining to 
this life, and like happiness and misery it is the same 
for both. 

Topic 5: The merging of fire etc, at death in the 
Supreme Deity is not absolute merging- 







That ’sri up to the attainment of Brahman 
( through Knowledge ) because ( script- 

ures ) declare the state of relative existence. 


8. That (fine body lasts) up to the 
attainment of Brahman (through Know- 
ledge), because (the scriptures) declare the 
state of relative existence (till then). 

In the text cited in Sutra 1 we have, *‘And fire 
(is merged) in the Supreme Deity*\ The opponent 
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argues that as fire and the other elements are merged 
in the Supreme Deity, which is the cause of these 
elements, this is only the final dissolution, and so 
everyone at death attains Liberation. This Sutra says 
that this merging is not absolute merging, but the 
one we experience in deep sleep. Only the functions 
of these elements are merged, and not the elements 
themselves. The final dissolution does not take place 
till Knowledge is attained ; for the scriptures 
declare that till then the individual soul is subject 
to relative existence : “Some souls enter the womb 
to have a body” etc. (Kath. 2. 5. 7). If the merging 
at death were absolute, then there could be no 
rebirth. 


UHluidMH, il t II 

Subtle as regards size ^ and so 

because it is experienced. 

9. (This fine body) is subtle (by 
nature) and size, because it is so experi- 
enced. 

The body formed from the essence of the gross 
elements in which the soul abides at the time of 
death is subtle by nature and size. This is under- 
stood from scriptural statements which declare that 
it goes out along the Nadis (nerves). So it is 
necessarily subtle or small in size. Its transparency 
explains why it is not obstructed by gross bodies^ 
or is not seen when it passes out at death. 
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* 

*1 Not by the destruction therefore. 

10. Therefore (this subtle body is) not 
(destroyed) by the destruction (of the 
gross body). 

huh 

^ To this ( fine body ) alone ^ and : 
because of possibility this 'aiW ( bodily ) heat. 

11. And to this (line body) alone does 
this (bodily) heat belong, because this 
(only) is possible. 

The bodily heat observed in living animals 
belongs to this subtle body and not to the gross body, 
for the heat is felt so long as there is life and not 
after that. 

Topic 6 : The Pranas of a knower of the Nirguna 
Brahman do not depart from the body at death, 

*T, II II 

On account of denial ifit if it be said 
not so from the individual soul. 

12. If it be said (that the Pranas of a 
knower of Brahman do not depart), on 
account of the Sruti denying it ; (we say) 
not so, (because the scripture denies the 
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departure of the Pranas) from the individ- 
ual soul (and not froitl the body). 

This Sutra gives the view of the opponent. 

‘‘His Pr&nas do not depart’^ (Brih. 4. 4. 6). 
This text refers to a knower of the Nirguna Brahman. 
It says that his Pranas do not depart at death. 
The opponent holds that the denial of the departure 
of the Pranas is from the soul and not from the 
body. It says that the Pranas do not depart from 
the soul — not that they do not depart from the body, 
for in the latter case there will be no death at all. 
This is made all the more clear from the M&dhyan- 
dina recension, which says, “From him’’ etc. There- 
fore the soul of one who knows Brahman passes out 
of the body with the Pranas. 

^ II II 

Clear for ^^^i^of some ( schools ). 

13. For (the denial of the departure) 
is clear (in the texts) of some (schools). 

This Sutra refutes the view of the previous one 
by connecting the denial to the body and not to 
the soul. 

That the Pranas do not depart from the body is 
made clear from Sruti texts like, “ ‘Yajnavalkya’, 
said he, ‘When this (liberated) man dies, do his 
Pranas go up from him, or do they not?’ ‘No’ 
replied Yajnavalkya, ‘they merge in him only’ ” etc. 
(Brih. B. 2. 11). Therefore we have to take even the 
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M&dhyandina reaairg ‘from him’ to refer to the 
hody. It is not true that^ if the Pr&nas do not depart 
there will be no death, for they do not remain in the 
body, but get merged, which makes life impossible, 
and we say in common parlance that the person 
is dead. Moreover, if the Pranas did depart with 
the soul from the body, then a rebirth of such a soul 
would be inevitable, and consequently there would 
be no Liberation. So the Pranas do not depart from 
the body in the case of the knower of Brahman. 

^ ^ n II 

The Smriti says ( so ) *=? and. 

14. And the Smriti (also) says (so). 

“The gods themselves are perplexed, looking for 
the path of him who has no path” (Mbh. 12. 270. 22) 
which thus denies departure for the knower of 
Brahman. 

Topic 7 : The organs of the knower of the 

Nirguna Brahman get merged in It at death. 

li H 

?nf*l Those in the Supreme Brahman ?l«li so 
for '<ire ( the scripture ) says. 

15. Those (Pranas) (are merged) in 
the Supreme Brahman, for so (the script- 
ure) says; 

This Sutra describes what happens to the Pr&nas 
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(organs) and the fine essence of the gross elements 
in which they abide, in the case of a knower of 
Brahman who dies. These organs and the elements 
get merged in the Supreme Brahman. ^^The sixteen 
digits of this witness^ the Purusha, having {heir goal 
in Him are dissolved on reaching Him’’ (Pr. 6. 5). 
The text, ‘‘All the fifteen parts of their body enter 
into their causes” etc. (Mu. 3. 2. 7) gives the end 
from a relative standpoint, according to which the 
body disintegrates and goes back to its cause, the 
elements. The former text speaks from a transcend- 
ental standpoint, according to which the whole aggre- 
gate is merged in Brahman, even as the illusory snake 
is merged in the rope when knowledge dawns. 

Topic 8: The digits (Kal&s) of the knower of the 
Nirguna Brahman attain absolute non- 
distinction with Brahman at death. 

ii 

Non-distinction on account of the 

statement (of the scriptures). 

16. (Absolute) non-distinction (with 
Brahman of the parts merged takes 
place) according to the statement (of the 
scriptures). 

“Their names and forms are destroyed, and 
people speak of the Purusha only. Then he becomes 
devoid of digits and immortal” (Pr, 6. 5). The 
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digits get absolutely merged in the Supreme 
Brahman. The merging in the case of the knower 
of Brahman is absolute, whereas in the case of an 
ordinary person it is not so; they exist in a fine 
potential state, the cause of ^'uture rebirth. But in 
the case of the knower of Brahman, Knowledge 
having destroyed ignorance, all these digits which 
are but its effects, get merged absolutely, without 
any chance of cropping up again. 


Topic 9: The soul of the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman comes to the heart at the time 
of death and thence goes out th'^ough 
the Sushumnd. 




w II 1® II 


The illumining of the top of its 
( soul’s ) abode ( the heart ) with the 

passage illumined by this light 
owing to the efficacy of knowledge 

because of the appropriateness of constant 
meditation of the way which is a part of that 
knowledge ^ and being favoured by Him 

who resides in the heart by the one that is 

beyond the hundred. 

17. (When the soul of a knower of the 
Saguna Brahman is about to depart from 
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the body, there is) the illumining of the 
top of its abode (the heart); with the 
passage (for the exit of the soul) illumined 
by this light (the soul departs), being 
favoured by Him who resides in the heart, 
along that nerve which is beyond the 
hundred (i.e. the hundred and first nerve 
or the Sushumna) owing to the efficacy of 
the knowledge and the appropriateness of 
his constant meditation on the way which 
is a part of that knowledge. 

This Sutra describes the exit from the body of a 
knower of the Saguna Brahman. It has already been 
stated in Sutra 7 that till the soul’s entering on the 
path, the mode of departure of a knower of the 
Saguna Brahman and an ignorant man is the same. 
The Brihadaranyaka text describing the death of a 
person says, ‘‘When this self becomes weak and 
senseless, as it were, the organs come to it ... it 
comes to the heart” (Brih. 4. 4. 1) ; again, “The top 
of the heart brightens. Through that brightened top 
the self departs, either through the eye, or through 
the head, or through any other part of the body” 
(Brih. 4. 4. 2). These texts show that at the time of 
death the soul together with the organs comes to the 
heart. At that moment the departing soul, on 
account of its past works, has a peculiar conscious- 
ness picturing to it its next life, and goes to the 
body which is revealed by that consciousness. This 
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is what is referred to as the illumining of the top of 
the heart. With this particular consciousness the 
soul goes out, along one of the nerves that issue 
from the heart, to the eyes, or ears, or the skull, 
or other parts of the body, which it finally leaves 
through that particular exit. The question now is 
whether this departure is the same for a knower of 
the Saguna Brahman and an ordinary man. This 
Sutra says that though the illumining of the top of 
the heart is common to both, yet the knower of the 
Saguna Brahman, through the grace of the Lord 
who abides in the heart, departs through the skull 
only, while others depart through other parts. Thia 
is consistent with his knowledge and constant 
meditation on the way out through the hundred and 
first nerve, the Sushumna. The following text 
elucidates it : ^^There are a hundred and one nerves 
of the heart ; one of them penetrates the head ; going 
up along that, one attains Immortality; the others 
serving for departure in various directions’’ (Chh. 
8 . 6 . 6 .). 

Topic 10: The soul of a knower of the Saguna 
Brahman follows the rays of the swn after 
death and goes to Brahmaloka. 

II 11 

Following the rays. 

18 . (The soul of a knower of the 
Saguna Brahman when he dies) follows the 
rays (of the sun). 
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In the Chhandogya Upanishad we have, “ so 
do these rays of the sun go to both the worlds, this 
as well as the other. They proceed from the sun and 
enter into these nerves’’ (8. 6. 2); again, *‘When he 
thus departs from this body, then along these very 
rays he proceeds upwards” etc. (8. 6. 5). In these 
texts we learn that the soul of the knower of the 
Saguna Brahman, after departing from the body 
along the Sushumna, follows the rays of the sun. 
A doubt arises whether the soul of one who passes 
away in the night also follows the rays. The Sutra 
says that the soul, whether it departs in the night 
or during the day, follows the rays. 

RRI 5f •?, 

^5^ ^ II U II 

Wil In the night ^ not ^ if it be said not 
because the connection con- 
tinues as long as the body lasts ( the Sruti ) 
declares also. 

19. If it be said (that the soul does) 
not (follow the rays) in the night, (we say) 
not so, because the connection (of the 
nerves and the rays) continues as long as 
the body lasts ; (the Sruti) also declares 
(this). 

The text quoted in the last Sutra, Chh. 8. 6. 2, 
shows that the connection between the rays and the 
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nerves lasts as long as the body lasts. So it is im- 
material whether the soul passes out by day or by 
night. Moreover, the sun^s rays continue even dur- 
ing the night, though we do not feel their presence 
owing to the fact that at night their number is 
limited. The Sruti also says, *‘Even by night the 
sun sheds his rays/^ The result of knowledge 
cannot be made to depend on the accident of death 
by day or night 

Topic 11: The soul of the knoioer of the Saguna 
Brahman goes to Brahmaloka even if he should 
die during the southern course of the sun. 

II Ro II 

For the same reason ^ and during the 

sun’s course even southern. 

20. And for the same reason (the soul 
follows the rays) even during the sun’s 
southern course. 

An objection is raised by the opponent that 
the soul of the knower of Brahman who passes away 
during the southern course of the sun does not follow 
the rays to Brahmaloka, as both the Sruti and Smriti 
say that only one who dies during the northern 
course of the sun goes there. Moreover, it is also 
written that .Bhishma waited for the northern course 
of the sun to leave the body. This Sutra says that 
for the same reason as mentioned in the last Sutra, 
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ue. the unreasonableness of making the result of 
knowledge depend on the accident of death happen- 
ing at a particular time, the knowef of the Saguna 
Brahman goes to Brahmaloka even if he should die 
during the southern course of the sun. In the text, 
‘‘Those who know thus ... go to light, from light 
to day, from day to the bright half of the mouthy 
and from that to the six months of the northern 
course of the sun’’ (Chh. 5. 10. 1), the points in the 
northern course of the sun do not refer to any di- 
vision of time but to deities as will be shown under 
4. 8. 4. Bhishma’s waiting, however, was for uphold- 
ing approved custom and for showing that on 
account of his father’s boon he could die at will. 

Jrtir *0r il n 

nfir With respect to the Yogis ^ and 
the Smriti declares wiif belonging to the class of 
Smritis ^ and ’jft these two. 

21. And (these times) the Smriti 
declares with respect to the Yogis ; and 
these two (Yoga and Sankhya according 
to which they practise Sadhana) are 
classed as Smritis (and not Srutis). 

In the Gita we have passages which declare that 
persons who die during the day etc. do not return 
any more to this mortal world. Vide Gita 8. 28, 24. 
On the strength of these texts, the opponent says 
that the decision of the previous Sutra cannot be 
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correct. This Sutra refutes that objection saying 
that these details as to time mentioned in the Gita 
apply only to Yogis who practise Sadhana according 
to Yoga and Sankhya systems ; and these two are 
Smritis, not Srutis. Hence the limitations as to 
time mentioned in them do not apply to those who 
meditate on the Saguna Brahman according to the 
Sruti texts. 


81 



CHAPTER IV 
Section hi 

In the last section the departure of the soul of 
a knower of the Saguna Brahman by the path of the 
gods has been described. This section deals with 
the path itself. 

Topic 1 : The path connected with deities beginning 

mth that of the flame is the only path to 
Brahrnaloka. 

II ^ II 

(On the path connected with deities) 
beginning with that of the flame nn-Hfht; that being 
well known (from the Sruti). 

1. (On the path connected with 
deities) beginning with that of the flame 
(the soul of the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman travels to Brahmaloka after 
death), that being well known (from the 
Sruti). 

In the last section it was stated that the knower 
of the Saguna Brahman travels by Devayana or the 
path of the gods to Brahmaloka. About this path 
itself different texts make different declarations. The 
€hh&ndogya and the Brihadaranyaka say that the 
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departed soul of such ^ a person reaches first the 
deity identified with the flame. Vide Chh. 5. 10. 1 and 
Brih, 6. 2. 15. The Brihadaranyaka in connection 
with another VidyS, says that it reaches the air. 
Vide Brih. 5. 10. 1. The Kaushitaki Upanishad says 
that it reaches the world of fire. Vide Kau. 1. 8. 
The Mundaka says that it travels by the path of the 
sun. Vide Mu. 1. 2. 11. The question is whether 
these texts refer to different paths or are diffeient 
descriptions of the same path, the path of the gods. 
The opponent holds that these texts refer to different 
paths to Brahmaloka. The Sutra refutes this view 
and says that all the texts refer to and give only 
different particulars of the same path, the path con- 
nected with deities beginning with that identified 
with the flame. Why ? On account of its being 
well known from the Sruti texts that this is the path 
for all knowers of Brahman. “Those who know 
this (Panchagni Vidya) and those who in the forest 
meditate with faith and penance, reach the deity 
identified with flame” etc. (Chh, 5. 10. 1) shows that 
this path connected with deities beginning with that 
of the flame belongs to all knowers of Brahman what- 
ever be the Vidya through which they have attained 
that knowledge. Moreover, the goal attained, viz. 
Brahmaloka, being the same in all cases, and there 
being no justification for regarding the path as 
different on account of their being treated in different 
chapters, since some part of the path is recognized 
in all texts, we have to conclude that all the texts 
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refer to the same path, but ^ve different particulars, 
which have all to be combined for a full description 
of the path. 

Topic 2: The departing soul reaches the deity 
oj the year and then the deity of the air. 

II ^ II 

The deity of the air from the deity of 
the year on account of the absence 

and presence of specification. 

2. (The departed soul of a knower of 
the Saguna Brahman goes) from the deity 
of the year to the deity of the air, on ac- 
count of the absence and presence of 
specification. 

In the last Sutra it was stated that the different 
texts give different particulars or stages of the same 
path. This Sutra fixes the order of the stages. The 
Kaushitaki describes the path as follows : “The 
Upasaka, having reached the path of the gods, 
reaches the world of Agni (fire), of Vayu (air), of 
Varuna, of Indra, of Prajapati, and then of 
Brahman” (Kau. 1. 3). Again the Chhandogya 
Upanishad describes the path as follows : “They 
reach the deity identified with the flame, from him to 
the deity of the day, from him to the deity of the 
bright half of the month, from him to the deities 
identified with the six months of the northern path 
of the sun, from them to the deity of the year, 



4.3.2] 


ERAHMA-SUTRAS 


485 


from him to the deity, of the sun, from him to the 
deity of the moozt, from him to the deity of lightn- 
ing” (Chh. 5. 10. 1). 

In these two texts the first deity they reach is 
said to be the deity or the flame or fire. So the 
starting point is clearly pointed out by both texts, 
for they say that having reached the path of the 
gods the departed souls reach this deity. Com- 
bining these two texts we have to place the deity 
of air in between the deity of the year and the deity 
of the sun. Why? Because of the absence and 
presence of specification. ^‘When a man departs 
from this world, he reaches the (deity identified 
with) air, lohich makes an opening for him ... He 
goes upxmrds through that and reaches the ( deity 
of the) (Brih. 5. 10. 1). This text fixes that 

air coines immediately before the sun because we 
perceive a regular order of succession. But as 
regards air coming after the deity of the flame there 
is no specification, but simply a statement; “He 
comes from the world of fire to that of air.” In 
between these two stages we have several other stages 
which the Chhandogya text mentions. Again in the 
text, “From the deities identified with the six months 
in which the sun travels northward he reaches the 
deity identified with the world of the gods” (Brih. 
6. 2. 15). To keep the immediate sequence of the 
deity identifiec: with air and that identified with the 
sun, we must understand that the soul passes from 
the deity of the world of the gods to the deity of the 
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air. Again in the texts of the Chhandogya and the 
Brihadaranyaka, the deity of the world of the gods 
is not mentioned in the former and the deity of the 
year in the latter. Both have to be included in 
the full description of the path, and since the year 
is connected with the months, the deity of the year 
precedes the deity of the world of the gods. 

Topic 3 : After reaching the deity identified with 
lightning the soul reaches the world of Varuna. 

After the deity of lightning (comes) 
Varuna ( rain-god ) on account of the connec- 

tion. 

3. After (reaching) the deity of 
lightning (the soul reaches) Varuna, on 
account of the connection (between the 
two). 

The Chhandogya text reads, ‘‘From the sun 
to the moon, from moon to lightning.” The 
Kaushitaki text reads, ‘‘From Vayu to Varuna.” 
Combining these two texts we have to place Varuna 
after lightning, on account of the connection between 
the two. Varuna is the god of rain, and lightning 
precedes rain. So after lightning comes Varuna. 
And after Varuna come Indra and Prajapati, for 
there is no other place for them, and the Kaushitaki 
text also puts them there. 
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So the compifcte enumeration of the stages of 
the path of the gods is as follows : First the deity 
cf the flame or fire, then the deity of the day, the 
deity of the bright half of the month, the deities of 
the six months when the sun travels to the north, 
the deity of the year, the deity of the world of gods, 
the deity of the air, the sun, the moon, the deity of 
lightning, the world oi Varuna, the world of Tndra, 
the world of Prajapati, and finally Brahmaluka. 

Topic 4- Flame etc. referred to in the text 
describing the path of the gods mean 
deities identified with the flame etc., 
which conduct the soul stage 
after stage till Brahmaloka 
is reached. 

3IT^^Tf?5RT:, « II 

(These are) deities conducting the soul 
on account of indicatory marks of that. 

4. (These are) deities conducting 
the soul (on the path of the gods), on 
account of indicatory marks to that effect. 

In the texts cited in the previous Sutras, flame, 
bright half of the month, year, etc. are the deities 
identified with these, which receive the departed soul 
and conduct it on its way to Brahmaloka. That 
deities are meant here, and not marks or places of 
enjoyment, is indicated by the text of the 
Chhandogya, which ends thus : ‘‘From the moon to 
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the lightning. Then a being who is not a noian leads 
them to Brahman’* (Chh. 4. 15. 5; 5. 10. 1). This 
text shows that unlike the previous guides who were 
more or less human, this particular guide is not 
human in nature. 

li a 

From the benumbed state of both 
that is established. 

5. (That deities are meant in those 
texts) is established, because both (i.e. the 
traveller and the path) are benumbed (z.e. 
unconscious). 

The departed souls, because their organs etc. 
are withdrawn into the mind, are incapable of guid- 
ing themselves. And the flame etc. being without 
intelligence cannot guide the souls. Hence it is 
proved that intelligent deities identified with the 
flame etc. guide the souls to Brahmaloka. Moreover, 
as the organs of the departed souls are withdrawn 
into the mind, they cannot enjoy, and so flame and 
the rest cannot be worlds where they enjoy. 

li % II 

By ( the superhuman ) guide connected 
with lightning alone from thence that 

being known from the Sruti. 

6. From thence (the souls are 
guided) by the very same (superhuman) 
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person who comes to lightning, that being 
known from the Sruti. 

After they have reached the deity identified with 
lightning, they are led by that very superhuman 
person who takes charge of them from the deity of 
lightning to Brahmaloka through the worlds of 
Varuna, Indra, and Prajapati. This is known from 
Chh. 4. 15. 5, 5. 10. ] and Brih. 6. 2. 15. Varuna and 
others do not actually guide the soul like the earlier 
guides, since the superhumaii person guides them 
all through after lightning up to Brahmaloka. They 
only favour the soub either by not obstructing or 
helping them in some way. 

Therefore it is established that by flame etc. 
deities are meant. 

Top'c 5: The Brahman to which the departed 
souh go by the path of the gods is the 
Saguna Brahman, 

^ 5rT^:, 31^ Ilr5«iq#: II ® II 

The relative (Brahman) Badari 

its : on account of the possibility of being 

the goal. 

7. The relative (Brahman) (is attain- 
ed by the soul going by th£ path of the 
gods), (so says) Badari, on account of the 
possibility of its being the goal (of a 
journey). 

In the previous Sutra the way was discussed. 
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Now from this Sutra onwards the discussion is about 
the goal reached. The Chhandogya text quoted in 
connection with the way, says, ‘^Then a being who 
is not a man leads them to Brahman’’ (Chh. 5. 10. 1). 
The question is whether this Brahman is the Saguna 
Brahman or the Supreme Brahman. Badari says 
it is the Saguna Brahman, for such a journey is pos- 
sible only with respect to the Saguna Brahman, which 
is finite and therefore occupies a particular place 
to which the souls may go. But it is not possible 
with respect to the Nirguna Brahman, which is all- 
pervading. 

II C II 

On account of the qualification ^ and. 

8. And on account of the qualifica- 
tion (with respect to this Brahman in 
another text). 

^^And conducts them to the worlds of Brahman” 
(Brih. 6. 2. 15). The plural number is not possible 
with respect to the Supreme Brahman, while it is 
possible in the case of the Saguna Brahman, which 
may abide in different conditions. 

g II 1 1| 

On account of the nearness g but ?rg- 
(its) designation as that. 

9. But on account of the nearness (of 
the Saguna Brahman to the Supreme 
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Brahman, it is) designated as that 
(Supreme Biahman). 

‘But’ sets aside any doubt that may arise on 
account of the word ‘Brahman’ being used for the 
Saguna Brahman in the Chhandogya text. This 
designation, the Sutra says, is because of the near- 
ness of the Saguna Brahman to the Supreme 
Brahman. 

3Tf5r5nsng[ llloii 

On the dissolution of the Brahmaloka 
along with the ruler of that world (i.e. 
Saguna Brahman) higher than that (t.e. the 

Supreme Brahman) on account of the de- 

claration of the Sruti. 

10. On the dissolution of the Brah- 
maloka (the souls attain), along with the 
ruler of that world, what is higher than 
that (Le. the Supreme Brahman), on 
account of the declaration of the Sruti. 

If the souls going by the path of the gods reach 
the Saguna Brahman, then how can a statement like 
“They no more return to this world” (Brih. 6. 2. 15) 
be made with respect to them, as there can be na 
permanency anywhere apart from the Supreme Brah- 
man ? This Sutra explains it saying that at the 
dissolution of the Brahmaloka the souls, which by 
that time have attained Knowledge, along with the 
Saguna Brahman attain what is higher than the 
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Saguna Brahman, i.e. the Supreme Brahman. So 
the Sruti texts declare. 

tl U II 

On account of the Smriti and. 

11. Arid on account of the Smriti 
Oexts supporting this view). 

The Supreme (Brahman) ( so says) 

Jaimini on account of that being the primary 

meaning (of the word 'Brahman’), 

12. The Supreme (Brahman) (is 
attained by the souls going by the path 
of the gods), (so says) Jaimini, on account 
of that being the primary meaning (of 
the word ‘Brahman^). 

Sutras 12-14 give a prinia facie view of the 
matter. 

Jaimini thinks that the word ‘Brahman’ in the 
Chhandogya text refers to the Supreme Brahman, 
iis that is the primary meaning of the word. 

II II 

On account of the Sruti texts ^ and. 

13. And because the Sruti declares 
that. 

“Going upwards by that he reaches immortality” 
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(Chh. 8. 6. 6; Kath. 2. 6. 16). This text says that 
the soul which passes out of the body by the nerve 
Sushumna reaches immortality, and this can be 
attained only in the Supreme Brahman. 

^ ssr ^ || ii 

^ Not and in the Saguna Brahman 
the desire to attain Brahman. 

14. And the desire to attain Brahman 
(which an Upasaka has at the time of 
death can) not (be with respect to) the 
Saguna Brahman. 

come to the assembly-house of Prajapati’^ 
(Chh. 8. 14. 1). This desire to attain ‘the house’ 
cannot be with respect to the Saguna Brahman, but 
is appropriate only with respect to the Supreme 
Brahman. For the text quoted says earlier, “And 
that within which these (names and forms) are 
contained is Brahman , where the Supreme Brahman 
is referred to. 

Sutras 12-14 give the opponent’s view against 
what has been said in Sutras 7-11. The arguments 
of Sutras 12-14 are refuted thus : The Brahman 
attained by those who go by the path of the gods 
cannot be the Supreme Brahman. They attain only 
the Saguna Brahman. The Supreme Brahman is 
all-pervading, the Inner Self of all. Such a Brahman 
cannot be attained, for It is the Self of everyone. 
Journey or attainment is possible only where there 
is (^ffereiice, where the attainer is different from the 
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thing attained. What is called realization of the 
Supreme Brahman is nothing but the removal of 
ignorance about It. In such a realization there is 
no going or attaining. When the ignorance is 
removed Brahman manifests Itself. But the attain- 
ment of Brahman spoken of in the texts connected 
with the path of the gods is not merely the removal 
of ignorance but actual. Such an attainment is not 
possible with Tespect to the Supreme Brahman. 
Again the passage, “I enter the assembly-house 
of Prajapati,’’ etc., can be separated from what 
precedes and be connected with the Saguna Brahman. 
The fact that Chh. 8. 14. 1 says, ‘‘I am the glory of 
the Brahmanas, of the kings’’ cannot make it refer 
to the Nirguna Brahman, for the Saguna Brahman 
can also be said to be the Self of all, as we find in 
texts like, ^‘He to whom all works, all desires belong” 
etc. (Chh. 3. 14, 2). The reference to the journey 
to Brahman, which belongs to the sphere of relative 
knowledge, in a chapter which deals with Supreme 
Knowledge is only by way of glorification of the 
latter. Therefore the view expressed in Sutras 7-11 
by B&dari is the correct one. 

Topic 6 : Only those who have worshipped 
the Saguna Brahman without a symbol 
attain Brahmalolm, 

II II 

^ M Those who do not use a synij^ol 
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(of Brahman) in their meditations (the super- 
human being) leads 'sfir so says Badarayana 

if this distinction is made there being 

no contradiction as is the meditation on that 

(so does one become) ^ and. 

15. Badarayana says that (the 
superhuman being) leads (to Brahmaioka 
only) those who do not use a symbol (of 
Braliman) in their meditations, there 
being no contradiction if this distinction 
is made, and (it being construed by the 
principle) as is the meditation on that (so 
does one become). 

The question is raised whether all worshippers of 
the Saguna Brahman go to Brahmaioka, being led 
by the superhuman being mentioned in Chh. 4. 15. 5. 
The opponent holds that they do, according to 3. 3. 31 
ante, where it is expressly stated that all, whatever 
be their Vidya, go to Brahmaioka. This Sutra says 
that only those worshippers of the Saguna Brahman 
who do not use any symbol of Brahman in their 
meditation go there. This, however, does not con- 
tradict what is said in 3. 3. 81 if we understand that 
by ^all’ are meant all those worshippers who do not 
take the help of any symbol. Moreover, this view 
is justified by the Sruti and Smriti declarations which 
say, ^‘In whatev^er form they meditate on Him, that 
they become.’’ In the worship of the symbols the 
meditations are not fixed on Brahman, the symbols 
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being the chief thing in them, and so the worshipper 
does not attain Brahmaloka. But the case of one 
who worships the five fires is different, as there is a 
direct scriptural statement saying that he goes to 
Brahmaloka. Where there is no such direct scrip- 
tural statement, we have to hold that only those 
whose object of meditation is Brahman, go to Brahma- 
loka, not others. 

RrCl*i ^ II II 

Difference and the scripture declares. 

16 . And the scripture declares a 
difference (with respect to meditations on 
symbols). 

^^One who meditates upon name as Brahman 
becomes independent so far as name reaches’’ (Chh. 
7. 1. 5) ; ^‘One who meditates upon speech as Brahman 
becomes independent so far as speech reaches” (Chh. 
7. 2. 2). In these texts the Sruti tells of different 
results according to the difference in the symbols. 
This is possible because the meditations depend on 
symbols, while there could be no such difference in 
results if they depended on the one non-different 
Brahman. Hence it is clear that those who use 
symbols for their meditations cannot go to Brahma- 
loka like those who meditate on the Saguna 
Brahman. 



CHAPTER IV 


Section iv 

In the last section the attainment of Brahmaloka 
by the worshippers cf the Saguiia Brahman has been 
dealt with. This section deals with the realization 
of the Supreme Brahman by Its worshippers. 

Topic 1 : The released soul does not acquire 
anything mw hut only manifests its 
true nature. 

Having attained there is manifesta- 
tion ( uf its real nature ) from the word 

‘own’. 

1. (When the Jiva) has attained (the 
highest light) there is manifestation (of 
its real nature), as we know from the word 
^own’. 

‘*Now this serene and happy being, after having 
risen from this body, and having attained the highest 
light, reaches its own true form” (Chh. 8. 3. 4). The 
opponent explains this text as follows : The individ- 
ual soul which has got rid of its identification with 
the three bodies, viz. gross, subtle, and causal, after 
attaining Brahman exists in the state of Liberation. 

32 
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This Liberation was not a pre-existent thing, but 
something that is newly acquired like heaven, as the 
word ^reaches’ in the text clearly shows. Therefore 
Liberation is something new that is acquired by the 
Jiva. The Sutra refutes this view and says that the 
word ‘own’ shows that Liberation was a pre-existent 
thing. The Jiva manifests its own nature, i.e. its real 
nature, which was so long covered with ignorance. 
This is its attainment of Liberation. It is nothing 
that is newly acquired. 

ST^tirRTri; II ^ II 

5 m: Released Rreftriinn from the premise. 

2. (The Self which manifests Its true 
nature attains) Liberation, (as is known)/ 
from the premise (made in the scriptures). 

If Liberation is nothing new that is acquired 
by the Jiva, then what is its difference from bondage ? 
The Jiva in the state of bondage was subject to the 
three states of wakefulness, dream, and deep sleep, 
and was experiencing happiness and misery, 
imagining itself to be finite. On being freed from 
all these misconceptions it realizes its true nature, 
which is Absolute Bliss. This removal of all 
misconceptions is what is known as Liberation. 
Between these two states there is a world of 
difference. How is it known that in this state the 
Jiva is liberated.^ From the premise made in the 
scriptures — says the Sutra. “I will explain It to 
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you further” (ChL. 8, 9. 8: 8. 10. 4; 8. 11.* 3)— 
here the Sruti proposes to expound that Self which 
is free from all imperfections, and it begins thus : 
^‘The being without the body is not touched by 
pleasure and pain” (Cbh. 8. 12. 1) and concludes, 
^‘Thus does this serene being rising above its body 
and having resTched the highest light, appear in its 
own true nature” (Chn. 8. 12. 3). 

sHcm, ^ II 

The Supreme Self on account of the , 

context. 

3. (The ‘light’ attained by the Jiva 
is) the Supreme Self ; on account of the 
context. 

The ‘Light’ attained by the Jiva which is 
referred to in the Chh. 8. 3. 4 is the Supreme Self, 
and not any physical light, for the Self is the subject- 
matter which is introduced thus : “The Self which 
is free from evil, undecaying,” etc. (Chh. 8, 7. 1). 
The word ‘light’ is also used to denote the Self in 
texts like, “Upon that immortal Light of all lights 
the gods meditate as longevity” (Brih. 4. 4. 16). 

Topic 2: The relation of the released soul 
with Brahman is one of non-separation. 

« II 

As inseparable for it is so seen 

from the scriptures. 
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JKN) 

4. (The Jiva in the state of Libera- 
tion exists) as inseparable (from Brah- 
man), for it is so seen from the scriptures. 

The question is raised whether the Jiva in the 
state of Liberation exists as different from Brahman 
or as one with, and inseparable from, It. The Sutra 
says that it exists as inseparable from Brahman, for 
the scriptures say so. ‘‘That thou art’’ (Chh. 
6. 8. 7); “I am Brahman’’ (Brih. 1. 4. 10); “Being 
but Brahman, he is merged in Brahman” (Brih. 
4. 4. 6) — all these texts declare that the released soul 
is identical with Brahman. Passages which speak of 
difference have to be explained in a secondary sense 
as expressing unity. 

Topic S: Characteristics of the soul that has 
attained the Nirguna Brahman, 

ii ^ ii 

wr® ’’5 As possessed of the attributes of Brahman 
(so says) Jaimini on account of the 

reference etc. 

5. (The liberated soul exists) as 
possessed of the attributes of Brahman ; 
(so says) Jaimini, on aceount of the refer- 
enee etc. 

It has been said that the liberated soul attains 
Brahman. But Brahman has two aspects ; one the 
unconditioned aspect as Pure Intelligence and 
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Knowledge ; the other as described in the 
Chhandogya 8, 7. 1, ‘‘The Self which is free from 
evil, undecaying, undying, free from sorrow, hunger 
and thirst, with true desires and volition’^ etc. 
The question is, which aspect does the liberated soul 
attain? Jainiini says that it is the conditioned 
aspect. Why? On account of the reference to the 
nature of the Self as being such in the text cited. 
‘Etc.’ includes Vidhi and Vyapadesa. The Vidhi or 
injunction referred to is, “That is to be sought 
after,” which the same Chhandogya text enjoins 
later on, and Vyapadesa or assertion is the mention 
of the qualities of omniscience and omnipotence in 
the same text — “Obtains all worlds and all desires.” 
On these grounds Jaimini thinks that the liberated 
soul attains the conditioned aspect of Brahman. 

|| % || 

Solely as Pure Intelligence 
that being its true nature thus Audulomi 

(thinks). 

6. (The liberated soul exists) solely 
as Pure Intelligence, that being its true 
nature ; thus Audulomi (thinks). 

This Sutra gives another view about the liberated 
state, which is that of the sage Audulomi. The soul 
being solely of the nature of Pure Intelligence, it 
exists as such in the liberated state. Qualities like 
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being free from sin and omniscience are fanciful, and 
mean only the absence of sin etc. 



|| « H 


Thus even on account of refer- 
ence the former qualities existing '•rWH 

there is no contradiction (so says) Badara- 

yana. 


7. Even if it be so (i.e. if the liberated 
soul exists ^s Pure Intelligence), on ac- 
count of forftier qualities existing owing 
to reference (we can accept them from the 
relative standpoint, for) there is no con- 
tradiction (between the two) ; (so thinks) 
Badarayana. 

Even though from the absolute standpoint the 
nature of the liberated soul is Pure Intelligence, yet 
from the relative standpoint qualities referred to by 
Jaimini can be accepted, as this does not contradict 
Audulomi’s view. The released soul never thinks of 
itself as omniscient, omnipotent, etc., but exists as 
Pure Intelligence. But from our relative standpoint 
we can say of such a released soul as being omnis- 
cient etc., because Pure Intelligence is beyond our 
conception. The two views describe the liberated soul 
from two different standpoints, and so there is no 
contradiction between the two. So says BMarayana. 
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Topic The soul which has attained the Saguna 
Brahman effects its desires by mere will. 

g, II <1 II 

Through will only ^ but on 

account of the scriptures saying that. 

8. But throrgh mere will (the re- 
leased souls attain their purpose), for the 
scriptures say so. 

The question of those who attain Brahmaloka 
through the worship of the Saguna Brahman by 
means of Vidyas like the Dah&ra Vi(|ya is taken up 
for discussion in this Sutra. In this Vidya it is said, 
‘‘If he be desirous of the world of the fathers, by his 
mere will they come to him’’ (Chh. 8. 2. 1). The 
question is whether will alone suffices to get the 
result, or a further operative cause is necessary. 
This Sutra says that by mere will the result comes, 
for the Sruti so declares. The will of the released 
is different from our will, and has the power of 
producing results without any operative cause. 

3TB n:5r II ^ II 

For the very reason ^ and he is 

without a lord. 

9. And for this very reason the 
released soul is without a lord. 

A liberated soul is master of himself. “For them 
there is freedom in all worlds” (Chh. 8. 1. 6). 



504 ^BRAHMA-SUTRAS [4.4.10 

Topic 5: A released soul which has attained 
Brahmaloka can exist xvith or without 
a body according to its liking, 

an? h 

Absence (of body and organs) Badari 

( considers ) (the Sruti) says ft because thus. 

10. There is absence (of body and 
organs, in the case of the released souls) 
(considers) Badari, because (the scripture) 
says thus. 

In the previous Sutra it was told that if one 
attains Brahmaloka, by his mere wish things come 
to pass. This shows that that soul possesses a mind. 
The question naturally arises whether it possesses 
a body and the organs. Badari says that it does not, 
for the scripture says so. ‘^And it is by means of 
this divine eye of the mind that he sees the desires 
and rejoices’’ (Chh. 8. 12. 5), which shows that it 
possesses only the mind and not the organs etc. 

Existence Jaimini because 

the scripture declares ( the capacity to assume ) 
diverse forms. 

11. (The released soul) possesses (a 
body and the organs), considers Jaimini, 
because the scriptures declare (the capac- 
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ity on the part of such a soul to assume) 
diverse forms. 

^‘Ile being one becomes three, five^ seven, nine’’ 
(Chh. 7. 26. 2). This text says that a released soul 
can assume mc^re than one form, which shows that 
it possesses besides the mind, a body and the organs. 
This is the view of Jaimini. 

srTg[5TEnifi-s?T: || || 

Like the twelve days’ sacrifice 
(is) of both kinds Badarayana from this. 

12. From this Badarayana (surmises) 
(that the released soul is) of both kinds, 
like the twelve days’ sacrifice. 

From the twofold declaration of the scriptures 
Badarayana thinks that a released soul which has 
attained Brahmaioka can exist both ways — with or 
without a body according to its liking. It is like the 
twelve days’ sacrifice, which is called a Sattra as 
well as a Ahina sacrifice. 

II II 

In the absence of a body as in 

dreams (which stand midway between waking and 
deep sleep) this being reasonable. 

13. In the absence of a body (the 
fulfilment of desires is possible) as in 
dreams, since this is reasonable. 
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Vi II 

Wit When the body exists as in the 

waking state. 

14. When the body exists (the fulfil- 
ment of desires is) as in the waking state. 

Topic 6: The released soul which has attained the 

Sagnna Brahman can animate several bodies 
at the same time. 

?r?iT f? wfh ii ii 

Like a flame animating so 

because the scripture shows. 

15. (The released souFs) animating 
(different bodies) is like that of a flame, 
because so the scripture shows. 

In Sutra 11 it was stated that a liberated soul 
can assume many bodies at the same time for 
enjoyment. The opponent holds that this is useless, 
as enjoyment is possible only in that body in which 
the soul and mind exist, while other bodies are life- 
less puppets, since the soul and mind, which cannot 
be divided, cannot exist in more than one body. 
The Sutra refutes this view and says that the other 
bodies are not lifeless puppets, for a released soul 
can, on account of its power, animate all these bodies, 
just as the flame of a lamp can enter into different 
wicks lighted from it. The soul through its powers 
creates bodies with internal organs corresponding t» 
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the original internal organ, and being limited by 
these, divides itself as many. Hence all the created 
bodies have a soul, which makes enjoyment through 
all of these possible. This we get from the 
.scriptures. 



% II II 


Of d^ep sleep and absolute union 
(with Brahman) having in view either of 

these two this is made ciear (by the Sruti) 

ff for. 


16. (The declaration of absence of all 
cognition is made) having in view either 
of the two states, viz. deep sleep and 
absolute union (with Brahman), for this 
is made clear (by the scriptures). 

^‘What should one know and through what’’ 
(Brill. 2. 4. 14); ‘^But there is not that second thing 
separate from it which it can know” (Ibid. 4. 3, 30); 
^Ht becomes like water, one, the witness, and 
without a second” (Ibid. 4. 3. 32). These texts 
deny cognition to a released soul ; so how is it 
possible for a released soul to assume several bodies 
and enjoy — says the opponent. This Sutra says that 
these texts refer either to the state of deep sleep or 
to that of Liberation, in which the soul attains 
absolute union with the Nirguna Brahman, as is made 
clear by the scriptures from the context in each 
case. But what we have been discussing in the 
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previous Sutras is the case of one who has attained 
not absolute union with Brahman, but only 
Brahmaloka. This state is quite different from the 
other two states, and as such, cognition is possible 
in it, there being diversity, as also enjoyment, even 
as in heaven, the difference being that from 
Brahmaloka one does not return to this earth, 
whereas from heaven one returns to this mortal 
world after the exhaustion of the virtue which raised 
him to the status of a god. 

Topic 7: The released soul which has attained 
Brahrnaloka has all the lordly powers 
except the power of creation etc, 

srofwfeic^Tir ii ii 

Except the power of creation etc. 
on account of (Iswara being ) the subject- 
matter on account of (released souls) not 

being mentioned and. 

17. (The released soul attains all 
lordly powers) except the power of crea- 
tion etc., on account of (Iswara being) 
the subject-matter (of all texts where 
creation etc. are described), and (the 
released souls) not being mentioned (in 
that connection). 

The question is raised whether those who by 
worshipping the qualified Brahman attain Brahma- 
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loka and lordly powers, have limited or imlimfted 
powers. The opponent holds that it should be 
unlimited, because of the scriptural texts, ^^They can 
roam, at will in all the worlds’’ (Chh. 7. 25. 2, 
8. 1. 6); ‘‘To him all the gods offer worship” 
(Taitt. 1. 5). This Sutra says that the released 
souls attain lordly powers without the power of 
creating, preserving, and destroying the universe. 
Birring this pcwei they get all other powers. 
Why r Because Iswara is the subject-matter of all 
the texts dealing with creation etc., while the 
liberated souls arc not mentioned at all in this 
connection. Moreover, this would lead to many 
Iswaras, which may give rise to a conflict o-f wills 
with respect to creation etc. Therefore the powers 
of the liberated souls are not absolute but limited, 
and ar^ dependent on the will of Iswara. 

On account of direct teaching 
if it be said ^ not : because the 

scripture declares (that the soul attains Him) who 
entrusts the sun etc. (with their oflices) and resides 
in those spheres. 

18 . If it be said (that the released 
soul attains absolute powers) on account 
of direct teaching (of the scriptures), (we 
say) no, for the scriptures declare (that the 
released soul attains Him) who entrusts 
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the sun etc. (with their offices) and resides 
in those spheres. 

‘‘He becomes the lord of himself’’ (Taitt. 1. 6). 
From the direct teaching of the Sruti the opponent 
holds that the released soul attains absolute powers. 
The Sutra says that his powers depend on the Lord, 
for the text cited further on says, “He attains the 
Lord of the mind”, the Lord who abides in spheres 
like the sun etc. and entrusts the sun etc. with offices. 
Therefore from this latter part of the text it is clear 
that the released soul gets its powers from the Lord 
and depends on Him. Hence its powers are not 
unlimited. 

g fl f ll 

Which is beyond all effected things 
and W so because existence the script- 

ure declares. 

19. And (there is a form of the 
Supreme Lord) which is beyond all created 
things, because so the scripture declares 
(His) existence (in a twofold form). 

“Such is the greatness of it ; greater than it is 
the Purusha. One foot of His is all beings. His 
(other) three feet are what is immortal in heaven” 
(Chh. 3. 12. 6). This' text declares that the Supreme 
Lord abides in two forms, the transcendental and 
the relative. Now he who worships the Lord in His 
relative aspect does not attain the transcendental 
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aspect, for the Sruti says, ‘^As one meditates upon 
That, so one becomes/’ Similarly, since the wor- 
shipper is not able to comprehend the relative aspect 
of the Lord in full, as possessed of infinite attributes 
and powers, but is able to comprehend Him only 
partially, he attains only limited powers, and not 
unlimited powers like the Lord Himself. 

siFi^Tgin^ ll ii 

(The two) show ^ and QW thus 
perception and inference* 

20. And thus perception and infer- 
ence show. 

This Sutra says that the transcendental aspect 
of the Lord is established by both the Sruti and 
Smriti. That form which the previous Sutra cited 
merely as an example, this Sutra establishes on the 
authority of the Sruti and Smriti. ‘‘There the sun 
shines not, nor the moon, nor stars” etc. (Mu. 2. 
2. 10) ; “That the sun illumines not. nor the moon, 
nor the fire” etc. (Gita 15. G). 

II II 

Because of indications of equal- 
ity with respect to enjoyment only ^ and. 

21. And because of the indications 
(in the scriptures) of equality (of the 
released soul with the Lord) only with 
respect to enjoyment. 



512 


BRAHMA-SUTRAS 


[4.4.21 


'That the powers of the released soul are not 
unlimited is also known from the indications in the 
Sruti that the equality of these souls with the Lord 
is only with respect to enjoyment, and not with 
respect to creation etc. all beings take care of 

this Deity, so do they take care of him^’ (Brih. 1. 5. 
20) ; ‘‘Through it he attains identity with this Deity, 
or lives in the same world with it’’ (Brih. 1. 5. 23). 
All these texts describe equality only with respect 
to enjoyment, and mention nothing as regards 
creation etc. 

STHTf f%: SRTffe: II RR II 

Non-return on account of scriptural 
declaration. 

22. (There is) no return (for these 
released souls) ; on account of scriptural 
declaration (to that effect). 

If the powers of the released souls are limited, 
then like all limited things they too will come to 
an end, and consequently the released souls will have 
to come back from Brahmaloka to this mortal world 
— says the opponent. The Sutra refutes such a 
contingency on scriptural authority. Those who go 
to Brahmaloka by the path of the gods do not return 
from there. “Going up by that way, one reaches 
immortality” (Chh. 8. 6. 6.); “They no more return 
to this world” (Brih. 6. 2. 15). 

The repetition of the words “No return” etc. 
is to show that the book is finished. 
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Advaita Vedantr, does not 
uphold Pantheism, 94, 

See also Vedanla. 

Adhyasa (Superimposition), 
8 - 20 . 

objections against, answer- 
ed, 6-10. 

is due to ignorance, 9. 
defined by Sankara, 10-14. 
according to others, 14-16. ! 
the basis of our experience, 
17. 

Adrishta (the Unseen Prin- 
ciple), of the Vaiseshikas, 
209 ff. 

in what does it inhere, 203. 
cannot be the (;ause of ilv- 
first motion of the atoms, 
203. 

yields fruit of actions at 
some future time, 446. 

Agiiihotra, 353, 411. 

Agnirahasya, the fires in, 
constitute a separate 
Vidya, 389-396. 

Air, springs from ether, 236. 
the cause of fire, 237-238. 

See also Vayu. 

Ajahat Lakshana, 296. 

Aja, is not the Pradhana but 
causal matter, 137-140. 

Ajatasatru, 146-147. 

Akasa (Ether), Brahman is to 
be understood by the 
word, 53-55, 100. 
the small, , in the heart, is 
Brahman, 103-110. 
external and internal, 104, 
107. 


Akasa, the small, the Jiva 
retiies to, in deep sleep, 
105. 

which reveals names and 
forms is Brahman, 126-127. 

cannot be a nonentity, 215- 
216. 

not eternal, 281-235. 

. the cause of air, 286. 
j Akshara (Imperishable), is 
Brahman, 99-101. 

Alayavijnana. 221. 

Anandamaya, see ‘‘Self con- 
sisting of bliss.’’ 

Antahkarana (the internal 
organ), the necessity of 
accepting an, 255-256. 

Apurva, 292-293, 342-344, 452. 

Asmarathya, his views, 89, 
149-152. 

Asramas, all the four, enjoin- 
ed by the scriptures, 418, 
440-441. 

the duties of, compulsory, 
428-430. 

persons not belonging to 
any of the, are also 
entitled to Knowledge, 
430-432. 

Atharvanikas, their rite of 
carrying fire on the head, 
348-349. 

Ativadin, who is an, 98-99. 

Atman, as limited by the 
Upadhis is atomic etc. 
252-253, 260. 

is changeless, 256. 

knowledge of, gives Free- 
dom, 358. 
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See^also Sell and soul. 
Atoms, as the First Cause, 
170, 225. 

refutation of the atomic 
theory of the Vakeshikas, 
156, 170, 201-207. 

Atreya, 487. 

Avidya (Ignorance), the cause 
of all duality, 3-4. 
defined, 16-17. 
the means of right know- 
ledge and the scriptural 
texts belong to the sphere 
of, 17. 

See also Maya, Nescience. 
Avvakta (the Undeveloped), 

‘ in Katha 1. 8. 10-11 , 
means causal substance { 
and not the Pradhana, 
130 ff., 137. 

is dependent on the Supreme 
Lord, 134. 

in Katha 1. 3. 15 means the 
Supreme Self, 185-136. 
Audulomi, his views in 
Vedanta, 151-153, 437-438, 
501-502. 

Biidarayana, vi seq. * 
and the Pancharatras, xxxi 
seq. 

Badari, his views, 89-90, 297, 
489-490. 

Bauddha, Idealists, 207 ; their 
views refuted, 218-222, 
Realists, 207 ; their views 
refuted, 207-208. 
the twofold aggregate of, 
207-209. 

Bauddhas, their doctrine of 
universal momentariness 
refuted, 208 ff. 
the twofold aggregate of, 
the, 213-215. 


Bhagavata school, the, its 
doctrines refuted, 228-280. 

Bhaskara 335. 

Bhedabhedavada, 149-150, 
384-835. 

Bhuman, is Brahman, 97-98. 

Birth, and death are spoken 
of the soul metaphorically, 
243-244. 

may take place without the 
five oblations, 302-308. 

Body, birth and death are 
primarily spoken of, 
243-244. 

the subtle, 469-471. 

Brahmacharya, etc., as a 
means to Knowledge, 480. 

Brahmaloka, attainment of, 
is a step in gradual eman- 
cipation, 103. 

*Small Akasa* is called, 105. 

creatures daily go to, 105. 

attainment of, is not pos- 
sible as long as there is 
a body, 372. 

the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman goes after death 
to, 477-481. 

only the worshippers of the 
Saguna Brahman without 
a symbol go to, 494-496. 

there is no return for such 
knowers from, 508, 512. 

Brahman, causality of, ex- 
plained, xxii seq. 

the only Reality, 8, 174-175. 

Jiva is identical with, 3, 
33, 332-333, 385. 

and Maya, 4. 

is not an object of the 
senses, 6-7, 20, 82-84, 169, 
174. 

knowledge of, results in 
Liberation and immorta- 
lity, 5, 25, 84, 149, 444. 
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the substratum of Adhyasa, 1 
G-&. 1 

scriptures have no value for 
the knower of, 20. 
the inquiry into, 21-28. 
requisites for the aspirant 
to the knowledge of, 24. 
is the source of origin etc. 

of the world, 24 ff. 
definitions of, 25-26. 
is cognizable through the 
scriptures alone and not 
through reasoning etc. 26, 
174, 187. 

is the First Cause, 26 ff., 

42- 43, 157. 

reveals Itself on the destruc- 
tion of ignorance, 27, 33. 
described negatively, 28. 
is the main purport of ail 
the Vedanta texts, 30-37, 
97, 248. 

knower of, becomes one with 
It, 38, 499-500. 
knowl*=‘dge of, does not 
depend on human endea- 
vour, 33, 34. 

meditated upon as mind 
and sun, 34. 

not the object of the act 
of knowing or of devout 
worship, 34. 
is our Inner Self, 34. 
injunctions have no place 
with regard to, 35-36. 
can be all-knowing and 
creative through Maya, 
38, 198. 

Saguna and Nirguna, xvii 
seq., xxxix seq., lii seq., 

43- 44. 

the tail or support of 
everything, 44-51. 
as the person in the sun 
and the eye, 51-53, 76-80. 


limitations are imaginea in, 
for Upasana^ 58, 77-78, 

387-388. 

as Akasa (Ether), 53-55. 
as Prana, 55-56, 60-65. 
as Light, 56-60. 
as the nctre G ay atri, 59-60. 
as the Being consisting of 
mind, 66-72. 
smallness of, 70. 
as abiding in the heart, 71. 
does not experience pleasure 
or pain, 71-72, 264-266. 
ai.d the individual soul, 
71-72, 179-180, 246, 262-264. 
as the Eater, 72-74. 
as distinguished by Bliss, 
78. 

is the Ruler within, 80-82. 
iz Vaisvanara, 84-91. 
as the resting place of 
heaven, earth, etc., 92-97. 
all is, 93. 

is not manifold, 93-94. 
as the Witness, 96. 
is Bhuman, 97-99. 
is Truth, 99. 

is Akshara (Imperishable), 
99-101. 

the Highest Person in Pr. 

5. 5 is, 102-103. 
as ‘‘the small Akasa'% 
103-110. 

body is the city of, 104. 
the light of all lights. 
110-111, 126. 

as the person of the size 
of the thumb, 111-118. 
the Prana in Kath. 2. 6. 2 
is, 125. 

as the revealer of names 
and forms, 126-127. 
the Nature of the Supreme, 
127, 320-340. 


34 
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as the Self consisting of 
knowledge, 127-129. 
wished to be many, 144. 
the Self of all, 145. 

Kau. 4. 19 refers to, 145-148. 
is the Self to be seen 
through hearing etc., 
148-158. 

is both the material and 
efficient cause of the 
world, 158-156, 181-188, 

192. 

is the cause of the world 
though of a different nature 
from it, 161-170. 
is existence itself, 164, 237. 
objections to, being the 
cause of the world refut- 
ed, 161-170, 171-192, 202. 
has only apparently chang- 
ed into the world, 167, 

184, 192. 

the individual soul an 
image of, in the mind, i 
172. 

is realized in Samadhi, 174, 
331-832. 

world is non-different from, \ 
174^175, 178. 

the world exist in, poten- 
tially, during Pralaya, 
178. 

the Cause through Maya, 

185. 

the power of Maya of, 
established, 186. 
creative through sportive 
impulse, 187-188. 1 

partiality or cruelty cannot 
be attributed to, 189-191. 
is endowed with all the 
attributes necessary for 
creation, 191-192. 
the material and efficient 


cause of the world, 
225-228. 

everything originates from, 
229. 

IS not created, 286-287. 

elements become creative 
through the agency of, 
289-240. 

at Pralaya the elements are 
absorbed in, in the reverse 
order, 240-242. 

organs are produced from, 
270-272. 


the Chief Prana is created 
from, 275. 

the soul in dreamless sleep 
rests in, 316-817. 
nature of Supreme, 820-340. 
takes form in connection 
with Upadhis, 824-825, 
827, 828. 


is Pure Intelligence, 825-826. 
the two forms of, are 
denied by ‘not this, not 
this’ and not the Brahman 
Itself, 829. 

is not perceived due to 
ignorance, 381. 
is without a second, 886-889. 
is called a bank etc. meta- 
phorically, 836-887. 
meditations on, 855-861, 
868-865, 867-868, 877 ff. 


knowers of the Saguna, 
go by “the path of the 
gods’% 872-876. 
the departure of the knower 
of the Saguna, 468-469, 


475-476. 


knowers of the Saguna, go 
to Brahmaloka, 477-481. 
attainnient of, means des- 
truction of ignorance, 
873-874, 498-494. 
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Pranas of the knower of, 
Jo not depart at death 
but get meiged in It, 
471-475. 

realization of, is the result 
of Ibe Vidyas, 402. 
knowledge of, effects man’s 
highest puroose (Puru- 
shartha), 407-408. 
is not 8 part of sacrificial 
acts, ^7-417. 

the meditator on, is to com- 
prehend It aii identical 
with himself, 447-448. 
is not to identify himself 
with the symbol of Brah- 
man, 449-450. 

in meditations symbols are 
to be viewed as, 450. 
knowledge of, destroys all 
past and future sins, 
455-456. 

knower of, is not affected 
by good deeds, 457. 
attainr oneness with It on 
the exhaustion of Pra- 
rabdha Karma, 461-462. 
is attained by souls who go 
by the path of the gods 
on the dissolution of 
Brahmaloka, 491-494. 

Brahma-Sutras, v. 
author and date of the, 
vi seq. 

commentators on, xi seq. 
and Gita ix-xi, lix seq. 
the necessity for the study 
of the, 5, 6. 

Buddhi (Intellect), the subtle 
Upadhi (adjunct) of the 
Self, 252-254, 258-259. 

Buddhism, the, three principal 
schools of, 207. 

See also Bauddha and the 
Buddhists. 


Buddhists, the, say that there 
is no self apart from 
Vijnana, 14. 

See also Bauddha. 

Cause, effect exists in, before 
its ^origination as well as 
after it, 165, 177. 
is not polluted by the effect 
when the latter gets dis- 
solved in it, 166-167. 
effect is of the nature of, 
and not vice versa, 167, 
the, alone is real, 174. 
every, is not necessarily 
the effect of an anticedent 
thing, 237. 

Cause and effect, are non- 
different, 161-162, 175, 177, 
234. 

are not similar in every 
respect, 164. 

relation of, according to 
the Vaiseshikas, 201-202. 
the Bauddha chain of, 
209-212. 

relation of, contradicts the 
doctrine of momentari- 
ness, 211-212. 

Celibacy, expiation for trans- 
gressing the vow of, 
438-486 ; such transgressor 
to be shunned, 436. 

See also Sannyasa. 

Ceremonies, purificatory, 
denied to Sudras, 128. 

Charvakas, ii, 396-897 ; refut- 
ed 397-898. 

Childlike state, 441-442. 

Consciousness, a quality of 
the Self, 898. 

Creation, scriptures on, 
148-145. 

is without a beginning, 
190-191* 
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Dahara Vidya, 346, 898, 

400-401. 

Death, the mode of departure 
of the soul at, 463-468. 

Deities, the presiding, of the 
organs, 162-168, 280-282. 
which conduct the soul to 
Brahmaloka, 487-489. 

See also gods. 

Devayana, see “the path of 
gods” under God. 

Digits, see Kalas.. 

Dream, state, is unreal, 219, 
311-312. 

the Jiva in, 257, 309-314. 
is the intermediate place, 
309-810. 

world is the creation of the 
Jiva, 312. 

Earth, is created from water, 

238- 239. 

is meant by Anna, 238-239. 

Effect, see Cause and Effect. 

Elements, atoms and their 
respective, 206. 
become causes through the 
agency of Brahman, 

239- 240. 

reabsorption in Brahman 
at Pralaya, 241-242. 
organs are the modifica- 
tions of the, 242. 
are created by the Lord, 
285. 

Emancipation, see Liberation. 

Ether, see Akasa. 

Fire, Brahman conceived as 
gastric, 87-88. 

is created from air, 287-238. 
water is created from, 288. 
worshippers of the five fires 
go to Brahmaloka, 496. 


Food, prohibited, when can 
be taken, 426-428. 

See also Anna. 

Freedom, see Liberation. 

Gayatri, is everything what- 
ever exists, 58. 

Brahman is denoted by 
the metre, 59-60. 

God, see Lord. 

Gods, are entitled to the 
study of the Vedas etc., 
113, 119-121. 

their corporeality, 114-115. 

are capable of assuming 
several forms simultane- 
ously, 114. 

are qualified for Vidyas, 
119-121. 

souls become the food of, 
293-294. 

the path of the, who go by 
it after death, 372-876 

the path of the, the only 
way to Brahmaloka, 482- 
483. 

stages in the path of the, 
by which the departing 
soul goes, 482-487. 

the Saguna Brahman is 
attained by the soul who 
goes by the path of the, 
489-490. 

souls which go by the 
path of the, attain Su- 
preme Brahman on the 
dissolution of Brahma- 
loka, 490-494. 

See also Deities. 

Great, see Mahat. 

Gunas, the three, 88, 198-199. 

Heaven, performers of sacri- 
fices alone go to, 292. 

Hell, 299-800. 
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Hiranyagarbha, 102, 271, 280, 
a59, 3G0. 

Householder, tbt imporlance 
of his life, 440 

Immortality, is gained only 
by the knowledge of the 
Supreme Self, 149. 

Iswara, is recognized by the 
Yoga system, 160. 

See also Lord. 

Jcbala Satyakuma, 12**. 

Jab alas, 91. 

Jaimini, 89, 90, 377-378. 889, 
390, 393-394. 

on the qualification of gods 
for Upasana etc 119, 120, 
147. 

thinks that religious merit 
brings about the fruits of 
actions, 341-342. 
the Vedas throughout pres 
cribe acts according to, 
408-411 ; this view refut- 
ed, 411-417. 
on Sar.nyas.i, 417-418. 
says that the soul which 
goes by the path of the 
gods attains the Saguna 
Brahman, 492. 
on the characteristics of 
the liberated soul, 500- 
501, 504-50::. 

Jainas, refuted, 222-224. 

.Tanaka, 409, 412-13, 415. 

Janasruti, 121-123. 

Jiva, see Soul. 

Jivanmukti, 456. 

Kanada, 169, 170-171. 

Kapila, 159, 169. 

Karma, the sou. descends 
from heaven with .the 
residual, 294-298. 
and good conduct, 296-298. ! 


the Lord is the giver oi the 
fruits of, 840-^1. 

Jaim ini’s views on, 341-842. 

Badarayana’s view on the 
fruition of, 342-843. 
itself is incapable of pro- 
ducing results, 842 343. 
the good and evil, of a 
knower of Brahman go 
to his friends and enemies 
respectively, 868-370. 
ne who has attained Knowl- 
edge gets rid of hia good 
and evil, at death, 370- 
3:2. 

Sanchita and Agarai, alone 
are des5:royed through 
Knowledge, 370-371, 457- 
459. 

Prarabdha, is destroyed at 
denth, 371. 

law of, does not hold good 
in the case of a knower 
of Brahman, 456. 

Karmakanda, 19, 24, 32. 

Karshnajini, 296-297. 

Kasakritsna, 151-152. 

Knowledge, the means of 
right, belong to the 
sphere of Avidya, 17 ff. 
is not an activity of the 
mind, 35. 

depends on the thing itself, 
35. 

on the dawning of, the 
individual soul realizes its 
identity with Brahman, 

I 180, 333. 

1 perfect, attained in Sama- 
dhi, 258. 

is attained through the 
grace of the Lord, 261. 
perfect, results from Nir- 
guna Upasana, 874. 
sacrifices performed with, 
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'Are more powerful, 887- 

888 . 

of Brahman leads to Liber- 
ation, 408. 

no work for one who has 
attained, 412-413. 
destroys all ignorance, 416. 
is gained in Sannyasa 
Asrama, 416-417. 
works are an indirect means 
to, 424-426. 

can be attained by special 
works, 481. 

when may It come? 442-443. 
destroys all past and 
future sins, 455-456. 
cannot destroy Prarabdha 
works, 458. 

Kumarila, 885. 

Liberation, is not attained by 
the knowledge of the 
empirical self, 22. 
true knowledge of Self leads 
to, 28, 358. 

is attained by knowledge of 
Brahman, 25, 40, 126, 408. 
comes from the comprehen- 
sion of the Vedanta texts, 
82. 

knowledge of the Saguna 
Brahman leads to gradual, 
43. 

according to the Sankhyas, 
185. 

is attained by worshipping 
etc. Vasudeva, 228. 
comes from Knowledge 
only, 424. 

not delayed after Knowl- 
edge, 448-444. 

is knowledge of Brahman, 
444. 

is nothing newly acquired, 
498. 


Light, in Chh. 8. 18. 7 is Brah- 
man, 56-60. 

Brahman is the, of lights, 
110 - 111 . 

the Highest, is Brahman, 
126. 

the, attained by Jiva is the 
Supreme Self, 499. 

Lord, the whole creation is 
reabsorbed in the Sup- 
reme, 78. 

cosmic form of the, 86-87. 
is to be meditated upon in 
the space between the 
head and the chin, 91. 
the Supreme, is free from 
the three states of wak- 
ing, dream, and deep 
sleep, 108. 

is not affected by ignorance, 
134. 

dispenses fruits of action, 
189, 225, 261-262, 840-848. 
the Inner Ruler, 189. 
the Supreme, the soul is 
dependent on, for its 
agency, 260-262. 
Knowledge attained through 
His grace, 261, 814. 
the soul is a part of the, 
262-264, 266. 

the Supreme, does not 
create the dream world, 
310-312. 

the Supreme, does not enjoy 
the fruits of actions, 880. 
meditation on the cosmic 
form of the, 399-400. 
the Supreme, abides in two 
forms, 510-511. 

See also Brahman. 

Madhu Vidya, 119 ff. 189. 

Mahat (Great), in Katha 
1. 8. 11 does not refer to 
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the Sankhyan category, 
180 ff. 

means the cosmic inteiJect, 
132, 136. 

refers to Self in Yedic texts, 
13ri37. 

Maheswaras, their philosophi- 
cal doctriner, 22,1-228. 

Maitreyi, 148-l-i.9. 

Manu, 117, 123, 159, 207. 

Maya, explained, S ff. 
is not real, 4, 13, U. 
is Anirvachaniya 4, 14, 134. 
is the result of Avidya, 3, 
13. 

Brahman be*comes creative 
through, 38, 134, 185, 198. 
is a pover of Brahman, 160. 
the Lord is able to create 
the world of diversity 
through His power of, 
183. 

Brahman’s power of, estab- 
lished, 186. 

Brahman is apparently i 
modified through, 192. 

Meditation, in, on Brahman 
all the qualities of Brah- 
man, negative and other- 
wise, are to be combined I 
into one, 355-357, 377-378. 
reciprocal, is enjoined in 
Alt. Ar. 2. 2. 4. 6, 

382-383. 

on Atman to be repeated 
till Knowledge dawns, 
445-447. 

one has to practise, sitting, 
452-454. 

Meditations connected with 
the members of sacrificial 
acts, 408-406, 436-488. 
in, on the members of sacri- 
ficial acts the idea of divi- 


nity ic to be superimjjtsed 
on them, 451-452. 
are to be observed till 
death, 454-455. 

Meditativeness, is enjoined in 
Brih. 8. 5. 1, 438-439. 

Mimamsakas (Purva), object 
to the definition of super- 
imposition, 12, 18. 
uphold the intrinsic validity 
of all knowledge, 12. 
Prabhakara school of, and 
superimposition, 12-18. 
purport of the Vedas 
according to, 80-31. 
say that the words of the 
vedas arc eternal, 115. 
say that difference of terms 
indicate difference in acts, 
401. 

Mind, the functions of the 
organs are merged in, at 
death, 468-465. 
is not the material cause of 
the organs, 464. 
the function of, gets merged 
in Prana at death, 465-466. 

Momentariness, the Bauddha 
doctrine of, 208, 210 ff., 
216. 

Moon, the world of, 292, 298- 
299, 304-805. 

Nachiketa, Yama and, 186. 

Naiyayikas, and superimposi- 
tion, 15 ff. 

mention atoms as First 
Cause, 170. 

declare the Lord to be only 
the efficient cause, 225. 
the Jiva an agent according 
to the, 259. 

their doctrine of many souls 
refuted, 267-269. 
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Nai^e and form, the universe 
and its objects have, as 
the condition of their 
manifestation, 116. 
all mental states are condi- 
tioned by, 116. 
evolved by Brahman, 127, 
284-285. 

Narada, 97 ff., 376. 

Nescience, see Avidyi, Maya. 

Nihilism, illogical, 221-222. 

Nihilists (Bauddha), 157, 207. 

Nimbarka, xiii-xV. 
causality of Brahman ac- 
cording to, xxx-xxxi. 
the Jiva according to, 
xxxvii. 

Brahman’s nature accord- 
ing to, xli seq., lii seq. 

Non-existence, 143-144, 157, 

176, 216-218. 

Object, subject and, are 
opposed and cannot be | 
identified, 6. 1 

subject and, are mixed up | 
due to ignorance, 7-8. ] 

the nature of, is -twofold, i 
13. ' 

Oblations, the five, 288, | 
301-303. i 

Om, the symbol, in the 
Udgitha Vidya, 352, 354, : 
404, 405. 

Organs, are the effects of 
elements, 242, 272. 
are produced from Brah- 
man, 270-272. 
their number, 273-274. 
are minute in size, 274-27.5. 
the presiding deities of the, 
280-282. 

the relation between the ! 

soul and the, 281, 282. i 
are independent principles : 


and not modes of the 
Chief Prana, 282-283. 

follow the soul at death, 
290. 

the functions of the, are 
merged in the mind at 
death, 463-465. 

the, of the knower of the 
Nirguna Brahman get 
merged in It at death, 
473-474. 

Panchagni Vidya, those who 
know the, go by the path 
of the gods, 374-375. 

Paneharatra school, see 
Bhagavata school. 

Parinamavada, 5. 

Perception, direct, is the basis 
of all the other means of 
knowledge, 9-10. 

Person (Purusha), the highest, 
in Pr. 5. 5 is Brahman, 
102-103. 

of the size of the thumb is 
Brahman, 111-113. 

Philosophy, the six systems 
of, i-iv. 

Pitriyana, 301. 

Prabhakaras, on superimposi- 
tion, 12, 14, 15. 

Pradhana, is made up of the 
three Gunas, 198-199. 

the Sankhyan First Cause, 
36-87. 

refutation of the Sankhyan 
doctrine of, 37-43, 88, 

193-200. 

is insentient and not based 
on the scriptyres, 37-38, 
130 seq. 

is not the ruler within, 81. 

cannot be the resting place 
of heaven, earth, etc., 
93-95. 
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the Imperishable (Akshara), 
ipi. 

Aja does not refer to, 
, 187-140. 

is an independent entity, 

IGO. 

of the Yogins refuted, 
225-2‘?8. 

Pralaya (Dissolution of the 
world), 118. 

the world exists in a poten- 
^ tial form during, 178, 241. 

Pi ana in Chh. 1. 11. 4-5, Kau. 
8. 1-8 and Katha. 2. 6. 2 
is Brahman, 5.5-56, 60-65, 
125 respectively, 
water as the dress of, 361. 

Prana, the chief, (vilal force) 
is created from Brahman, 
275. 

the chief, (vital force) is 
different from air and 
sense functions, 276-279. 
the chief, (vital force) 
acco' ding to the San- 
khyas, 276. 

the chief, (vital force) is 
subordinate to the soul, 
277-278. 

the chief, (vital force) its 
function, 278-279. 
the chief, (vital force) is not 
an instrument, 278. 
the chief, (vital force) is 
minute, 279-280. 
the functions of the mind 
get merged in, at death, 

465- 466. 

the functions of, get merged 
in the Jiva at death, 

466- 468. 

Pranagnihotra, 385-386. 

Pranavidya, 346, 354-355, 861. 

Purusha (of the Sankhyas), 
41, 196, 198. 


Purusliartha, the highest, 
‘ attained through Knowl- 
edge, 407-408, 424. 

Purusha Vidya, 866-367. 

Purva Mimamsa, see Mi- 
mam sa. 

Ramakrirhna, Sri, 19-20. 

Ramanuja, xiii-xv, xxxvi, 5, 
1.56. 

causality of Brahman ac- 
cording to, xxviii. 

the soul according to, 
xxxv-xxxvi. 

Brahman’s nature accord- 
ing to, xl seq.. Hi seq. 

Reasoning^ cannot arrive at 
ti uth, 26. 

and the scriptures, 27, 82, 
169, 170. 

has been employed by the 
scriptures, 82. 

Ritvik (Priest), 487. 

Ruler within, is Brahman, 
80-82. 

Sacrifices, lead to heaven, 292. 

those who do not perform, 
go to the abode of Yama, 
2 ^. 

killing animals in, does not 
entail sin, 307. 

Sadhana, (spiritual practi- 
ces), texts dealing with 
creation in Vedanta refer 
to, 81. 

is possible only during one’s 
life time, 872. 

the destruction of good and 
evil results from, 372. 

Samachara, 349. 

Samadhi, see Meditation. 

Samavaya (inseparable in- 
herence), 204. 

Sampat IJpasana, 90, 893. 
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SaAsara (relative existence), 
the cause of, 4. 
is got rid of through the 
knowledge of Brahman, 
5, 22. 

is without a beginning, 261. 

Samskaras (Impressions), are 
impossible without the 
perception of external 
objects, 220-221. 
require a i)ermanent abode, 
221. 

Samvarga Vidya, 889. 

Sanatkumara, 97 ff., 876. 

Sandilya Vidya, 846, 862, 

368, 398, 4^401. 

Sankhyas, their First Cause, 
36 - 87 : 

refutation of their doctrine 
of the Pradhana, 87-48, 
130-157, 1^-200, 267-269. 
the categories of the, not 
mentioned in the Vedas, 
160. 

Sankhya Smriti, its authority 
refuted, 158-160. 

Sannyasa, Knowledge js gain- 
ed in Sannyasa ' Asrama, 
416-417. 

is prescribed by the scrip- 
tures, 417-420, 441. 
there is no reverting back 
to former life from, 432- 
4 ^. 

expiatory ceremony for 
breaking the vow of, 
485-486. 

Sannyasins, need not perform 
rites etc., 428-424. 

Sat, is Brahman, 88. 
refers to an intelligent 
principle, 89-42. 

Satyabhedavada, see Audu- 
lomi. 


Scriptures, the, are imper- 
sonal and infallible, 10, 

27. 

deny only the absolute 
validity of perception, 10, 
184. 

belong to the sphere of 
Avidya, 17-18. 
are the only proof about 
Brahman, 27, 29, 44. 
declare that one ignorant 
of them cannot know 
Brahman, 29. 
employ reasoning, 82. 
their aim is to describe 
Brahman and not the 
Jiva, 96-97, 880. 

Self, as subject and object, 
8-9. 

is proved by intuitive 
knowledge, 9. 

is realized through Sadha- 
na, 16-17. 
is Brahman, 22. 

_ the empirical, and the real 
Self, 28, 148, 151-152. 
knowledge of the, liberates, 

28, 99, 149. 

consisting of bliss, 44-48, 
50. 

consisting of knowledge is 
Brahman, 127-129. 
to be seen through hearing 
etc. is Brahman, 148-158v 
injunctions etc. when pos- 
sible with reference to, 
265. 

there is no confusion of 
the fruit of actions due 
to unity of the, 265-266. 
is separate from the body, 
896-398. 

is not an agent, 411-412. 
no work is prescribed for a 
knower of the, 414-415. 
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knowledge of the, is antago- j 
nistic to work ilG. | 

See also Brahmrn. 

Sense organs, are treated, 2T1. 

. are directed by the soul, 
227. 

Skandhas, the live, of the 
Bauddbas, 208. 
the five, and atoms cannot 
aggregate by themselves, 
208-209. 

Sleep, deep or dreamless 
(Sushupti), the Jiva m, 
254-255, 315-319. 
the seat of, 815-317. 

Smritis and Sruti, 86, 168- 
160. 

prohibit the studying of the 
Vedas etc. by Sudras, 124. 

Soul, (the individual), is in 
reality identical with 
Brahman, xxxiii-xxxv, 
xxxviii, 3, 51, 238, 499- 
500; 

identifies itself with body, 
4. 

is an agent, 71, 83-84, 97, 
148, 245-253, 256-260. 
experiences pleasure and 
pain, 72, 97, 280-282. 
difference between, and 
Brahman, 71-72. 
difference between, and the 
Supreme Lord is due to 
Nescience, 82, 147, 180, 

246, 264, 314. 

experiences the fruits of 
good and evil actions, 96. 
daily goes into the small 
Akasa in deep sleep, 105. 
is free from ^evil etc. only 
as non-different from 
Brahman, 109. 
and Brahman acc. to van- 
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ous schools of Veda'Ata, 
149-152. 

had always had a previous 
existence, 190. 

Jainas on, 228-224. 
directs the sense organs, 
227-28:: . 

the, is not created but 
eternal, 228-229, 244-245. 
birth and death arc meta- 
phorically spoken of the, 
243-244. 

acc. to Vaiseshikas, 246 
is not the subject-matter of 
the scriptures, 248. 
conjunction of the, and the 
intellect exists in its 
relative state, 253-255. 
in deep sleep, 254-255, 316- 
319. 

in dream state, 257, 809- 
314. . ^ , 

a part or reflection of the 
Lord, 262-264, 266. 
connection between the, and 
the organs is permanent, 
282. 

cannot create, 285. 
its departure at death, 287- 
294, 468, 479-481, 484r485. 
its descent from heaven, 
294-808. 

in a swoon, 819-820. 
the released, only manifests 
its real nature, 497-499. 
its characteristics, 500-502. 
in Brahmaloka, 503-512. 
Souls, are different from one 
another, 265-266. 
refutation of the doctrine of 
many all-pervading, 267- 
269. 

perfected, are reborn for 
some Divine Mission, 376- 
877. 
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have attained 
Brahmaloka, on its dis- 
solution attain Brahman, 
490-494. 

there is no return for 
released, from Brahma- 
loka, 512. 

Sraddha, water is called, 
288, 291-292. 

Srutis, see Scriptures. 

Subject, see Object. 

Sudras, not entitled to the 
study of the' Vedas, 121- 
124. 

Superimposition, see Adhyasa. 

Sushumna (nerve), 469. 
the knower of the Saguna 
Brahman goes out 
through the, 475-477. 

Sushupti, see sleep, deep. 

Sutras, iv-v. 

Udgitha, meditations on, 421, 
422. 

to be viewed as the sun, 
451-452. 

Udgitha Vidya, 351-353, 398. 
and the symbol Om, 352, 
354, 404, 405. ’ ^ ^ 

Upanishads, and M^yavada, 
xlviii seq. 

speak of two types of 
Brahman, 43. 

the subject-matter of the, 
is Brahman, 96. 

Upasanas, are not parts of 
sacrifices, 887-888. 
connected with sacrificial 
acts are valid for all 
Sakhas, 898-899. 
enhance the result of sacri- 
fices, 406. 

Vaiseshikas, their philosophi- 
cal views and their refuta- I 


tion, 200-207, 225, 246, 
267. 

Vaisvanara, is Brahman, 84- 
91. 

Upasana, 346, 899, 400. 

Vidyas, 849, 375. 

Vajasaneyins, 86-87, 147, 362, 
390. 

Vamadeva, 62-63, 448. 

Vasudeva, 228-229. 

Vayu, see Air. 

Vedas, have no value for the 
knower of Brahman, 20. 

the study of, is a pre- 
requisite for Vedanta and 
Purva Mimamsa, 24. 

prescribe acts, 30-31. 

who are entitled to the 
study of the, 112-118, 121- 
124. 

the world created from the, 

are eternal, 115-117. 

Vedanta, holds the identity 
of the soul and Brahman, 
22 . 

room for reasoning in, 28. 

being based on the Srutis is 
more authoritative than 
the Sankhya Smriti, 168. 

Vedanta texts, give the 
knowledge of the real 
nature of the Self, 19, 23, 
27. 

the main purport of the, is 
Brahman, 30, 81, 32, 36, 
349. 

are the only proof of 
Brahman, 36. 

refer to an intelligent prin- 
ciple as the First Cause, 
42. 

there is no conflict in the, 
with respect to Brahman 
as the First Cause, 142- 
145. 
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teach tnc Suprewe Self, ! Wsiking state, is real in opm- 
411*412. ' parison with dreams, ^19- 


Videhflmukti, knuwer of 
of Brahman atiains, 457. 

Vidya, Mu. 3. 1. 1 and Kath 
1. 3. 1 form one, 379-880. 
Brih. 3. 4. 1 and 8. 5. 1 form 
one, 380-882. 

Brih. 5. 4, 1 and 5. 5. 2 form 
one, 388-384. 

^^idyas (Upasanas), what are , 
the ? 844. I 

with identical or similar 
iorms are one Vidya, 845* 


220 . 

Water, created from jfire, 288. 
earth created from, 238-289. 
called Sraddha, 288, 291- 
292. 

as the dress of Prana, 861. 

Word, the relation between, 
and it-^ object is eternal, 
115. 

the world originates from, 
115-116. 

Work, on whom the scriptures 
enjoin, 414, 416. 


350. 


the icnower of the Self is not 


particulars of identical, ^ 
mentioned in different i 
places are to be combined 
into one meditation, 350- | 

. . j 

having different subject- 
matter are different, 851- ! 
353. 

identical, in the same 
Sakha have to be com- 
bined, 362. 

various, like the Sandilya 
etc. are to be kept 
separate, 400-401. 
one is to be selected from 
among the, relating to 
Brahman, 401-402. 
yielding particular desires i 


bound by the effects of, 
415. 

an indirect means to 
Knowledge, 424-426. 
has no part in producing 
Liberation, 424. 
the results of obligatory, is 
not destroyed by Knowl- 
edge, 459-460. 

regular, contributes to 
Knowledge indirectly, 460. 
done with a desire does not 
help the origination of 
Knowledge, 460. 
sacrificial, not combined 
with meditations also 
helps in the origination 
of Knowledge, 460-461. 
all, including Prarabdha of 


may or may not be com- the Knower of Brahman 
bined, 402-403. are destroyed at death. 


scriptural statements refer- 
ring to, enjoin meditation, 
420-422. 
i^iraja, 371. 
jjisishtadvaitavada, 5. 

/^ital force, see Prana. 

/yasa, 376. 


462. 

See also Karma. 

World, the, originates from 
the words of the Vedas, 
115-117. 

does not become absolutely 
I non-existent at Pralaya, 
118, 167, 178. 
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^rahman is the material 
and efficient cause of the, 
159-156, 285. 

and BraWan, 161-164, 174- 
175, 178. 

exists in Brahman even 
before creation, 165. 
is an illusion, 167. 
is without a beginning, 
190-191. 

existed in former cycles, 
191. 


the external, is nol al 
together non-existent, 21®- 
219. 

Yama, 299;800. 

Yoga Smriti, refutation of, 
160-161. 

Yoga-Sutras, 23. 

Yogins, 225. 

the limitations as to time 
for the mode of departures 
at death apply to the, 
480-481. 






